“ . . . . . 
One of the most creative books about international relations you will 
ever read—and one of the smartest.” 


— PETER BEINART, author of The Icarus Syndrome 


“Bless Dan Drezner for this book which punches huge holes in the ho- 
kum of American foreign policy thinking. Our theories in this business 
have been thin and often very costly, and if it takes Drezner’s ‘zombie 
attack’ to puncture their bloat, so be it. Besides, the book is fun.” 

— LESLIE H. GELB, president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations and 
former New York Times columnist 


“Drezner is to the zombie attack what Thucydides is to the Pelopon- 


nesian War 


he is its great chronicler. As witty as he is insightful, 
Drezner has taken old ideas and traditions in international relations 
and brought them back to life.” 


—G. JOHN IKENBERRY, Princeton University 


“This book fills a gnawing gap in the international relations literature 
and adds flesh to those bones by communicating key international 
relations theories in a fresh, fun, and effective way.” 


—DANIEL NEXON, Georgetown University 


“This interesting, thoughtful, and engaging book nicely integrates the 
classics of zombie work with theories of international politics to make 
sense of human—and nonhuman—behavior. This is the only interna- 
tional relations textbook that will make students frequently laugh and 
think at the same time. Indeed, this textbook is food for brains, which 


may, of course, only attract more zombies.” 


— STEPHEN SAIDEMAN, McGill University 
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PREFACE 


Fifteen years ago, on a cross-country drive, I stopped 
to visit Graceland. By the time my tour hit the Jungle 
Room, it was obvious that the thirty-odd people 
walking through Elvis Presley’s mansion fell into two 
groups. The first contingent was thoroughly, utterly 
sincere in their devotion to all things Elvis. They were 
hardcore fans, and Graceland was their Mecca, their 
Jerusalem, and their Rome. Many of them sounded 
convinced that the King was still walking the earth. 
They gasped when they saw the jumpsuit collection, 
bedazzled by its grandeur. 

The second group of tourists was equally de- 
lighted to be at Graceland, but for a different reason. 
These people took great pleasure in the kitschy na- 
ture of all things Elvis. To them, a mansion that pre- 
served the aesthetics of green shag carpeting and 
mirrored walls was both funny and tacky. They 
gasped when they saw the jumpsuit collection, bedaz- 
zled by how ridiculous they thought it was. 

As we ambled along, the sheer professionalism of 
our tour guide struck me. Her task was not an easy one. 
She had to provide a veritable font of Elvis knowl- 
edge to all of the intense devotees. At the same time, 
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she also had to acknowledge the absurdist nature of 
the experience for of the rest of the tour group. 

With subtle changes in her facial expressions and 
slight adjustments in her tone of voice, our guide ac- 
complished her task brilliantly. At no point in ume 
did she diminish Elvis in the eyes of his devout fol- 
lowers. Still, I believe everyone left Graceland that 
day thoroughly satisfied with their visit. 

Think of this book as my tour of a different kind 
of Graceland, only with a lot more footnotes. Oh, 


and zombies. 


THEORIES OF 
INTERNATIONAL 


POLITICS 
AND ZOMBIES 


Thus said the Lord God unto these bones: 
Behold, I will cause breath to enter into you, 
and ye shall live. And I will lay sinews upon 
you, and bring up flesh upon you, and cover 
you with skin, and put breath in you, and ye 
shall live; and ye shall know that I am the Lord. 
So I prophesized as I was commanded; and as 
I prophesized, there was a noise, and behold a 
commotion, and the bones came together, bone to 
its bone. And I bebeld, and, lo, there were sinews 
upon them, and flesh came up, and skin covered 
them above; but there was no breath in them. 

— EZEKIEL 37:5-8 


INTRODUCTION 
... TO THE UNDEAD 


There are many natural sources of fear in world poli- 
tics—terrorist attacks, lethal pandemics, natural disas- 
ters, climate change, financial panic, nuclear prolif- 
eration, ethnic conflict, global cyberwarfare, and so 
forth. Surveying the cultural zeitgeist, however, it 1s 
striking how an unnatural problem has become one 
of the fastest-growing concerns in international rela- 
tions. I speak, of course, of zombies. 

Whether they are called ghouls, deadites, post- 
humans, stenches, deadheads, the mobile deceased, or 
the differently animated, the specter of the living dead 
represents an important puzzle to scholars of interna- 
tional relations and the theories we use to understand 
the world. What would different theories of inter- 
national politics predict would happen if the dead 
began to rise from the grave and feast upon the living? 
How valid—or how rotten—are these predictions? 

Serious readers might dismiss these questions as 
ful, but concerns about flesh-eating ghouls are 


fanci 


manifestly evident in popular culture. Whether one 


looks at films, songs, games, or books, the genre is 


INTRODUCTION 


POPULAR AND SCHOLARLY INTEREST 


IN ZOMBIES 
BE) aonuaire 
I onen 
k BEN ern es Movie 
a 200 a POTERE NAERSIN Tee REEE PERT releases 
5 | 
= 150 PP EENE OIERA O EENT IEE PEPATE TE 11° 11.1770, 
| ea eS eee eee 
Scholarly 
Ei aaien A NEREA EO publications 


1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 


Figure 1. Popular and scholarly interest in zombies. 
Sources: Wikipedia, Web of Science. 


clearly on the rise. As figure ı shows, the release of 
zombie films has spiked since the dawn of the new 
millennium; according to conservative estimates, 
more than one-third of all zombie films were released 
in the past decade.! Figure 2 suggests that these esti- 
mates might be understated. According to one recent 
analysis, zombies became the most important source 
of postapocalyptic cinema during the last decade.” 
Nor is this interest limited to celluloid. A series of 


zombie video games, including the Resident Evil and 


*Phelan 2009. Zombies are clearly a global cinematic phenom- 
enon. Beyond the United States, there have been Australian, Brit- 
ish, Chinese, Czech, German, Irish, Italian, Japanese, Korean, 
Mexican, and Norwegian zombie flicks. See Russell 2005 for an 
exhaustive filmography. 
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Figure 2. Interest in zombies since 2000. 
Sources: Amazon.com, Wikipedia. 


Left 4 Dead franchises, was the precursor for the re- 
naissance of zombie cinema. The undead are now on 
television shows, such as Comedy Central’ Ugly Amer- 
icans and AMC's The Walking Dead. Over the past de- 
cade, zombies have also seeped onto the written page. 
The popular literature ranges from how-to survival 
manuals,’ to children’s books,’ to revisionist early Vic- 
torian fiction.* Comic book series such as T he Walking 
Dead and Marvel Zombies have spread rapidly over 
the past five years. One book editor gleefully told USA 
Today that “in the world of traditional horror, nothing 
is more popular right now than zombies. The living 
dead are here to stay.” A cursory scan of newspaper 
databases shows a steady increase in post-human men- 
tions over the past decade (see figure 3). Clearly, the 


living dead have lurched from marginal to mainstream. 
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Figure 3. Media mentions of zombies. Source: Lexis-Nexis. 


One could dismiss the zombie trend as merely feed- 
ing a mass public that craves the strange and bizarre. 
Such an explanation would be only skin-deep. Popu- 
lar culture often provides a window into the subliminal 
or unstated fears of citizens, and zombies are no 
exception. Some cultural commentators argue that 
the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks are a pri- 
mary cause for renewed interest in the living dead, 
and the numbers appear to back up this assertion (see 
figure 2).° Certainly the subsequent anthrax attacks 
in the autumn of 2001 raised fears about bioterrorism 
and biosecurity.’ As Peter Dendle notes, “It is clear 
that the zombie holocausts vividly painted in movies 
and video games have tapped into a deep-seated anx- 
iety about society.” Zombies have been an obvious 


INTRODUCTION 


metaphor for medical maladies, mob rule, and Marx- 
ist dialectics.* 

Some international relations scholars would posit 
that interest in zombies is an indirect attempt to get 
a cognitive grip on what former U.S. secretary of de- 
fense Donald Rumsfeld famously referred to as the 
“unknown unknowns” in international security.” Per- 
haps, however, there also exists a genuine but pub- 
licly unacknowledged fear of the dead rising from 
the grave and feasting upon the entrails of the living. 
Major universities and police departments have de- 
veloped “mock” contingency plans for a zombie out- 
break." An increasing number of college students 
are playing Humans versus Zombies on their cam- 
puses to relieve stress—or perhaps to prepare for the 
inevitable army of the undead.' Outdoor Life maga- 
zine has run a “Zombie Guns” feature, stressing that 
“the only way to take ’em out is with a head shot.” 
Biosecurity is a new imperative among national gov- 
ernments.' The government of Haiti has laws on the 


books to prevent the zombification of individuals." 


*In one of the more interesting interpretations, Grady Hendrix 
(2008) concludes that Juan Carlos Fresnadillo’s 28 Weeks Later 
(2007) is “an effective metaphor for the unstoppable, global spread 
of Starbucks.” For more general discussions of how zombies are 
used as metaphors, see Aquilina and Hughes 2006; Comaroff and 
Comaroff 2002; Cooke 2009, chap. 7; Fay 2008; Harper 2002; Kay 
2008; Lauro and Embry 2008; Newitz 2006; Paffenroth 2006; 
Russell 2005; and Webb and Byrnard 2008, 
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No great power has done the same in public—but 
one can only speculate what these governments are 


doing in private. 


One must be wary of overstating the case—after 


all, flesh-eating ghouls are not the only paranormal 
phenomenon to spark popular interest. Over the past 
decade, aliens, ghosts, vampires, wizards, witches, 
and hobbits were also on the tip of everyone’ tongue. 
For some, the specter of zombies pales in comparison 
to other paranormal creatures. The disdain of cul- 
tural elites has abetted this perspective by placing 
zombies in the derivative, low rent part of the para- 
normal spectrum—a shuffling, stumbling creature 
years ago, James Twitchell concluded, “the zombie is 
an utter cretin, a vampire with a lobotomy.” Despite 
the zombie renaissance in popular culture, they are 
still considered disreputable. Paul Waldmann ob- 
served in 2009 that “in truth, zombies should be bor- 
ing . . . what’s remarkable is that a villain with such 
little complexity has thrived for so long.” In 2010, 
the Academy Awards presented a three-minute hom- 
age to horror cinema, and only a millisecond was de- 
voted to any zombie film—far less than that Chucky 
doll. No zombie has the appeal of J. K. Rowling’ 
Harry Potter or the Twilight series’ Edward Cullen. 

From a public policy perspective, however, zom- 


bies merit greater interest than other paranormal 
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Zombies, in contrast to vampires, do not thrive in high schools. 


phenomenon. In contrast to vampires or demons, sci- 


entists and doctors acknowledge that some variation 


of a zombie could exist in our physical world.“ Zombies 


*Berlinski 2009; Davis 1985, 1988; Efthimiou and Gandhi 
2007; Koch and Crick 2001; Littlewood and Douyon 1997. In the 
main, these possibilities adhere closely to the traditional Haitian 
notion of the zombie as a human revived via voodoo and devoid of 
free will, rather than the flesh-eating ghouls that started with 


George Romero's Night of the Living Dead (1968). 
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possess a patina of plausibility that vampires, ghosts, 
witches, demons, or wizards lack; the creation of a 
zombie does not necessarily require a supernatural 
act. Indeed, this plausibility of zombies can be seen 
in expert surveys. A recent poll of professional phi- 
losophers showed that more than 58 percent of 
philosophers believed that zombies could exist on 
some level. In contrast, fewer than 15 percent of the 
same respondents were prepared to believe in God.* 
Given the raft of religion and theology departments 
in the academy, it seems churlish for scholars to ne- 
glect the question of reanimated corpses snacking on 
human flesh. 

The traditional narrative of the zombie canon also 
looks different from stories about other paranormal 
beings. Zombie stories end in one of two ways—the 
elimination/subjugation of all zombies, or the eradi- 
cation of humanity from the face of the earth.” If 
popular culture is to be believed, the peaceful coexis- 
tence of ghouls and humans is a remote possibility. 
Such extreme all-or-nothing outcomes are less com- 


*Data from the PhilPapers Survey of 3,226 professional phi- 
losophers and others carried out in November 2009 (http:/ / phil 
papers.org/surveys/). The philosophical definition of zombie (a 
being identical to humans in every way except lacking in con- 
sciousness) is somewhat different from the vernacular meaning (a 
reanimated corpse intent on eating human flesh), There is some 
conceptual overlap between the two meanings, however. As David 
Chalmers (1996, 96) puts it, “all is dark inside” for both categories 
of zombies. 
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mon in the vampire or wizard literatures. There are 
far fewer narratives of vampires trying to take over 
the world." Instead, creatures of the night are fre- 
quently co-opted into existing power structures. In- 
deed, recent literary tropes suggest that vampires or 
wizards can peacefully coexist with ordinary teens in 
many of the world’s high schools, provided they are 
sufficiently hunky.” Zombies, not so much. If it is 
true that “popular culture makes world politics what 
it currently is,” then the international relations com- 
munity needs to digest the problem posed by flesh- 


eating ghouls in a more urgent manner.”° 


THE ZOMBIE LITERATURE 


It would be reckless to proceed with any discussion of 
the zombie problem without first reviewing the lit- 
erature on the subject. Thankfully, the living dead are 
now the focus of rigorous scholarship, as figure 1 dem- 
onstrates. The humanities are replete with cultural de- 
compositions of flesh-eating ghouls.' Philosophers 
have chewed over the conceivability and metaphysi- 
cal possibility of zombies at some length.’ 

The natural sciences have started attacking the 
zombie question. Zoologists have looked at the pres- 
ence of zombielike creatures elsewhere in the animal 
kingdom.’ Biologists have researched the disease- 
transmission properties of humans biting humans.* 
Forensic anthropologists have considered how long 
zombies can persist while their body decomposes.’ 
Physicists have explored the best place to hide from 
the “random walk” pattern of zombielike bodies.° 
Computer scientists are working frantically to ward 
off online zombies, or botnets.’ Mathematicians re- 
cently modeled the theoretical spread of zombies, 
and offered some sobering conclusions: “An outbreak 
of zombies infecting humans is likely to be disastrous, 


ZOMBIE LITERATURE 


unless extremely aggressive tactics are employed 
against the undead. . . . A zombie outbreak is likely to 
lead to the collapse of civilization, unless it is dealt 
with quickly.” This study has provoked some critical 
feedback, however.’ 

This brief survey of the zombie literature reveals 
an immediate and daunting problem. The humani- 
ties and the hard sciences have devoted attention to 
the problem posed by reanimated corpses feasting 
upon human flesh. The social sciences, however, are 
curiously absent from this line of inquiry. As of July 
2010, the advisory board for the Zombie Research 
Society does not contain a single social scientist.” 
When social scientists mention zombies, they do so 
only for metaphorical reasons." While economists 
have rigorously modeled the optimal macroeconomic 
policies for a world of vampires,'” they have yet to 
flesh out a zombie consumption function. Despite 
their mob tendencies, sociologists have not analyzed 
the asocial sociability of zombies. Political science 
has abjectly failed to address the policy responses and 
governance issues associated with the living dead. 
When compared to work in cognate disciplines, the 
social sciences in general—and international rela- 
tions in particular—suffer from a zombie gap. 

This dearth of scholarly inquiry should gnaw at in- 
ternational relations scholars and policymakers alike. 
Classical authors were clearly aware of threats posed by 
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the living dead, as the opening passage from Ezekiel 
suggests. In The Art of War, Sun Tzu stressed the im- 
portance of fighting when on “death ground,” clearly 
anticipating the imminent threat posed by the undead. 
In his History of the Peloponnesian War, Thucydides re- 
counted how a “plague that showed itself to be some- 
thing quite different from ordinary diseases” would 
lead to general lawlessness and chaos. When Thomas 
Hobbes described the state of nature as one of “con- 
tinuall feare, and danger of violent death, and the life 
of man solitary, poore, nasty, brutish, and short,” 
zombies were either on his mind or outside his door." 
In contrast, recent scholarship has been either in- 
articulate or brain-dead on the subject. Modern in- 
ternational relations theorists have eagerly delved 
into other paranormal phenomena—including UFOs, 
wizards, hobbits, and vampires—but not zombies.” It 
is genuinely surprising that more scholarship in world 
politics has not been devoted to the living dead. 
From a policymaking perspective, further research 
into flesh-devouring ghouls is also warranted, As pow- 
erful decision makers have demonstrated in recent 
years, low-probability events can elicit hyperbolic 
policy responses if the predicted effects are severe." 


Former vice president Richard Cheney believed that 


extrem 
1 percent chance of a severe terrorist attack.“ If a 


e measures were warranted if there was even a 


policy analyst applies this logic to the undead, then 
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preventive measures are clearly necessary. Even ifthe 
probability of a zombie uprising is much smaller, the 
dead rising from the grave and feasting on the living 
represent a greater existential threat to humanity 
than nuclear terrorism. Indeed, the living dead liter- 
ally embody what Jessica Stern calls a “dreaded risk." 

Because the postulated effects of zombies appear 
to be so dire in film and fiction, more strategic plan- 
ning should be devoted to this scenario. It is certainly 
possible that any counter-zombie contingency plans 
will disintegrate at first contact with the undead 
enemy.'* Nevertheless, the planning process itself can 
improve future policy responses.” If the past decade 
of military incursions teaches us anything, it is the 
dangers of conducting foreign policy with only a fac- 
ile or superficial knowledge about possible enemies. 
Traditional tools of statecraft like nuclear deterrence, 
economic sanctions, or diplomatic démarches would 
be of little use against the living dead.* Zombies crave 
human flesh, not carrots or sticks. A deep knowledge 


ata- 


*The use of nuclear weapons in particular would be a c 
e- 


strophic mistake in a zombie-infested world. Ghouls cannot be ¢ 
terred, stripping the one useful trait such weapons possess. Nuclear 
weapons would no doubt incinerate massive numbers of zombies. 
Unlike human beings, however, the undead would survive any ra- 
dioactive fallout from the nuclear blast. Indeed, zombies carrying 
lethal doses of radiation would pose a double threat to humans as 
they stumbled around: death by radiation, or reanimation by zom- 
bie bite. If any government was so foolhardy as to launch a first 
strike, it would create the only thing worse than an army of the 
living dead: a mutant, radioactive army of the living dead. 
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of zombies—and the possible policy response to 
zombies—is required in order to avoid both overre- 
actions and underreactions. 

The rising popularity of zombies is in and of itself 
another reason for further investigation. Research 
suggests that exposure to paranormal narratives in- 
creases the likelihood of individuals to believe in their 
existence.” Such beliefs have a viral quality—that is, 
exposure to other people’s beliefs will increase the 
likelihood of accepting that same belief, regardless of 
its logical plausibility.” As zombies bleed into popu- 
lar culture, more people will come to believe, fear, and 
dread their existence. Fear is a powerful emotion that 
can profoundly affect policymaking across several di- 
mensions.” A phobia of the living dead could lead to 
self-defeating policy responses in the same way that 
the fears of terrorist attacks led the post-g/ıı U.S. 
military to torture prisoners at Abu Ghraib. Clearly, 

ublic fears of being devoured by flesh-eating ghouls 
can only be allayed by rigorous scholarship. 

In many ways, international relations is the miss- 
ing link in most discussions of how to cope with a 
zombie uprising. The undead menace usually goes 
global in the zombie canon. These stories lack a basic 

rounding in world politics, however. Narratives 
about the living dead use small communities or fami- 
ç their unit of social analysis. The effect of 


lies a 


national governments or international relations is 
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barely discussed—even though logic suggests that 
the living dead would provoke some kind of policy re- 
sponse. As Jonathan Maberry observes, “most of the 
major entries in the genre have military, police, or 
civilian defense as part of the backstory.””* The prob- 
lem is that these responses are either dismissed or 
glossed over quickly to get to the apocalyptic portion 
of the story.** Even if official policy responses are 
suboptimal, they should be factored into our expecta- 
tions about how the world would respond when the 
dead walk the earth—and how international relations 
would look afterward. 

What follows is an attempt to satiate the ever 
growing hunger for knowledge about the interaction 
of zombies and world politics. Alas, some lines of aca- 
demic inquiry are simply not feasible. Human sub- 
jects committees would impose a formidable barrier 
to experimental methods. The rare nature of zombie 
outbreaks make statistical approaches unsuitable. Nev- 
ertheless, there are many possible ways to proceed— 
develop a new theoretical model, interview experience 
policymakers about their experiences with zombielike 
scenarios, create powerful computer simulations, Or 
search for other modalities. 

Looking at the state of international relations the- 
ory, however, one quickly realizes the absence of con- 
sensus about the best way to model world politics. 
There are multiple existing paradigms that attempt 
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to explain international relations. Each of them has a 
different take on how zombies affect world politics 
and how political actors would respond to the living 
dead. I have therefore decided to flesh out how exist- 
ing international relations theories would predict 
what would happen in response to an outbreak of 
zombies.* What would these theories predict would 
happen? What policy recommendations follow from 
these theories? When will hiding and hoarding be 
the right idea? 

This analysis is useful not merely because of a pos- 
sible zombie threat but as a way to stress test our exist- 
ing theories of international politics. Scholars, com- 
mentators, and policy analysts rely on deductive theories 
as a cognitive guide ina complex world. The more ob- 
servational implications that flow from these theo- 
ries, the greater their explanatory leverage over known 
unknowns and unknown unknowns.” One measure 
of their explanatory leverage is their ability to offer 
useful and counterintuitive predictions in the wake of 

*Space constraints prevent a fuller discussion of how some 
theories—such as Marxism or feminism—would cope with flesh- 
eating ghouls; they would appear to have more explanatory lever- 
age in analyzing the traditional Haitian or voodoo zombies. I would 


ordinarily encourage these paradigms to focus on flesh-eating 
ghouls, but in this instance I am wary. ‘To be blunt, this project is 
explicitly prohuman, whereas Marxists and feminists would likely 
sympathize more with the zombies. ‘To Marxists, the undead sym- 
bolize the oppressed proletariat. Unless the zombies were all un- 
dead white males, feminists would likely welcome the posthuman 


smashing of existing patriarchal structures. 
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exogenous shocks to the system. Surely an army of 
the ravenous living dead would qualify as such a shock. 
Zombie denialists might argue that since there is 
minimal chance of the dead rising from the grave and 
feasting upon the living this exercise will yield little 
in the way of enlightenment. This ignores the ways 
in which world politics is changing, and the need 
for international relations scholarship to change with 
it. Traditionally, international relations has been con- 
cerned with the interactions among nation-states: 
Many current security concerns, however, center on 
nontraditional threats. A growing concern in world 
politics is the draining of power from purposive ac- 
tors to the forces of entropy.” In the most important 
ways, flesh-eating ghouls are an exemplar for salient 
concerns about the global body politic. Zombies are 
the perfect twenty-first-century threat: they are not 
well understood by serious analysts, they possess pro- 
tean capabilities, and the challenge they pose to states 
is very, very grave. 

I will rely on two sources of evidence to buttr 
the theoretical paradigms. The first data source is the 
social science literature on events akin to an attack of 
the undead: pandemics, disasters, bioterrorism, and 
so forth. Past responses to calamitous events can in- 


ess 


form our expectations of how states and nonstate aC- 
tors would respond to the presence of reanimated 


and ravenous corpses. 
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The second data source is the fictional narrati 
about zombies that exist in popular culture ee 
years, policymakers have relied on the a ote 
fictional narratives for insights into “out Pas 5 
threat scenarios and outcomes.” Similarly, 1 er 
tional relations scholars have branched i hier 
standard statistical analyses and ya eyond 
studies for their empirical analysis. These “ ce 
have used simulations and agent-based modeli ie 
test their theories.’* The use of fictional cae ts 5 
a data source for theory ae SERBIEN 


ror and science fiction—has become more comm 
on 


in recent years.” 
To be sure, there are some dangers with this a 
p- 


proach that should be acknowledged at the 

First, the narratives of film and fiction might be Pade 
in ways that could bias our analysis.” Perhaps s 
would respond to a real night of the living tad i i 
different manner than George Romero or Max B Ei 
sit. This possibility will be considered—but is 

| see, there is a hidden heterogeneity to the e = 
non. There are a sufficient number of ne 


po 
shal 
bie ca 
to the tr 
of the maj 


ee a myriad controversies that plague the co 
ie en i beon 
ws ei my primary empirical focus will ben x 
; en canon: George Romero's fil ie 
m ms 
most popular works released over the 


aditional ghoul narrative to illuminate each 


or international relations paradigms.” 


*To si 
nity of zom 
the major W 
Max Brooks’ 
past decade. 
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Second, pursuing a paradigmatic approach to ex- 
plain the field of international relations has some 
drawbacks. Some might argue that paradigmatic de- 
bates have yielded much more heat than light. The 
predictive power of these approaches has been under- 
whelming.*' Other scholars posit that calling these 
different theoretical approaches “paradigms” gives 
them a coherence and completeness that they lacks” 
As will be seen, some of the concepts in one paradigm 
bleed over into others, as they rely on similar actors 
and processes. | 

Nevertheless, these paradigms do help to clarify 
what different international relations theorists be- 


. ane P mae e- 
lieve is important in world politics. Whether r 


searchers admit it or not, all coherent international 
relations work proceeds from some paradigmatic as- 
sumptions. A theoretical attack of the undead can 
further reveal how these different approaches diverge 
in their predictions. In eliding some internal theo- 
retical disputes, however, I fully acknowledge that I 
am committing some conceptual violence to these par- 
adigms. In fairness, however, the undead would likely 
do far worse. | 

Before proceeding with the variegated predictions 
of different international relations theories, a few defi- 
nitions and distractions must be addressed. 


DEFINING A ZOMBIE 


Definitions of zombies range from the philosophical 
one of a human being without consciousness to the 
anthropological one of a person buried and then res- 
urrected by a conjurer. Consistent with the Zombie 
Research Society, I choose to treat the zombie as a bio- 
logically definable, animated being occupying a human 
host, with a desire to eat human flesh.' This definition 
is at variance with the etymology of the word zombie 
in West African and Haitian voodoo rituals. Those re- 
animated corpses, however, do not represent a trans- 
national security threat—indeed, these “traditional” 
zombies are usually described as the most obedient of 
laborers. All modern works in the zombie canon are 
rooted in the kind of ghoul that first appeared in 
George Romero's Night of the Living Dead (1968). Be- 
cause they can spread across borders and threaten 
ivilizations, it is flesh-eating ghouls that 


states and c 
should animate the concern of international politics 


scholars and policymakers. 
From a national security perspective, the three 


relevant assumptions about zombie behavior are as 


follows: 


DEFINING A ZOMBIE 


1. Zombies desire human flesh; they will not eat other 
zombies. 

2. Zombies cannot be killed unless their brain is 
destroyed. 

3. Any human being bitten by a zombie will inevitably 


become a zombie. 


Every modern zombie narrative adheres to these 
rules. These criteria do eliminate some of the ur- 
narratives that laid the foundation for the zombie 
canon, such as Richard Matheson’s 1954 novel I Am 
Legend or Don Siegel’s 1956 film Invasion of the Body 
Snatchers? Nevertheless, any zombies that satisfy 
these rules would have a pronounced impact upon 
international relations. In turn, however, the nature 
of international relations would affect the global re- 


sponse to an attack of flesh-eating ghouls. 


DISTRACTING DEBATES ABOUT 
FLESH-EATING GHOULS 


There is significant variation in zombie capabilities 
across the canon—and vigorous debate within the 
zombie studies community over these differences.' In 
most of the literature, zombies cannot talk, and do 


not retain any attributes of their human identities. 


There are distinguished exceptions, however, in both 
film (Dan O’Bannon’s Return of the Living Dead, 


1985; Robert Rodriguez’s Planet Terror, 2007) and fic- 


tion. 
into zombies; in the Resident Evil franchise, how- 


2 In most of the narratives, only humans can turn 


ever, dogs and birds are affected as well. It is usually 
assumed that there are no gender differences among 
the walking undead, but recent films provide some 
unusual exceptions.” Whether zombies have desires 
beyond the consumption of human flesh is unclear. 
Most narratives do not discuss this question, but the 


*[n Jake West's Doghouse (2009), the toxin that creates zombies 
only affects women. Jay Lee’s Zombie Strippers (2008) offers the 
intriguing premise of a virus that turns men into garden-variety 
ghouls but empowers women into developing a better apprecia- 
tion of both the philosophy of Friedrich Nietzsche and the com- 


plexities of pole dancing. 
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Italian zombie films of the 1980s, as well as Peter 
Jackson’s Dead Alive (1992), suggest that ghouls lust 
after other ghouls. There is no consensus about how 
long a zombie can exist before decomposing. Obvi- 
ously, most works assume that a human being needs 
to die before becoming a zombie—but most scholar- 
ship also counts Danny Boyle’s 28 Days Later (2002) 
and Juan Carlos Fresnadillo’s 28 Weeks Later (2007) 
to be part of the canon. In those films, the “rage 
virus” does not exactly kill the infected; they merely 
transform into bloodshot, bloodthirsty maniacs in 
less than thirty seconds. 

Surveying the state of the zombie literature, the 
two sharpest disagreements are about their origins 
and their capabilities. This provides us, as social sci- 
entists, with an excellent means to determine whether 
zombie-specific variables—their origins and their 
speed—have a dramatic effect on international rela- 
tions. If the same outcomes persist regardless of vari- 
ation in these variables, then they are unimportant as 
causal factors. 

The greatest variation in zombie narratives Is their 
origin story: what caused the dead to reanimate and 
prey upon the living? The reasons provided range 
from the extraterrestrial to the technological to the 
microbiological to the supernatural. In George Rome- 
ro’s Night of the Living Dead (1968), it is suggested that 
a returning space probe contaminated Earth with a 
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heretofore unknown form of radiation. Technology 
can contribute to the creation of the living dead. Ste- 
phen King used a computerized “pulse” in Cell.’ In the 
Resident Evil franchise, the Umbrella Corporation 
biologically engineered the “T-virus.” Max Brooks at- 
tributed the source of zombies to the Solanum virus, 
which in his 2006 novel World War Z has its origins at 
the bottom of China’s Three Gorges Dam reservoir, 
In Z. A. Rechts novel Plague of the Dead (2006), the 
virus originates in central Africa.’ In Jackson’s Dead 
Alive, the bite of a Sumatran “rat monkey” creates the 
first batch of undead. The narrator in Ruben Fleischer’s 
Zombieland (2009) offers a simple explanation: “Mad 
cow became mad person became mad zombie.” 
Supernatural explanations have also been provided 
in the literature. In Brian Keene’s zombie novels, de- 
monic possession is responsible; Romero's meen of 
the Dead (1978) provides the most iconic explanation 
in the canon: “When there's no more room in hell, 
the dead will walk the earth.”* For Michael Jackson, 


*[t is interesting to note that Romero’s explanations have 
‚nded in the opposite direction from the rest of the zombie lit- 
En In general, the genre has moved toward scientific and 
ER explanations involving viruses, prions, and toxins, 
In his films, however, Romero has drifted from the radiation back- 
of Night of the Living Dead (1968) to a more supernatural 
pae hal n. In the later Day of the Dead (1985), the character John 
ar idea of a scientific explanation, concluding simply, 
SH ies punished by the Creator. He visited a curse On us, so 
we might get a look at what Hell was like. 
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the dead start to walk in their masquerade for the 
murkiest of reasons: the evil of the “Thriller.” 

Clearly, there is no consensus on what causes the 
reanimation of corpses into flesh-eating automatons. 
For our concerns, this discord is diverting but irrel- 
evant. From a foreign policy/national security per- 
spective, the primary reason to be concerned about 
the cause of zombies is to adopt preventive measures 
and policies with which to handle zombie-infested 
jurisdictions. As antiterrorism and homeland security 
policies suggest, however, massive investments in 
prevention cannot be roo percent foolproof. It only 
takes one zombie to create an army of the undead. 

Unfortunately, the very multiplicity of causal mech- 
anisms makes prevention both highly unlikely and 
prohibitively expensive.’ A truly preemptive doctrine 
would require a comprehensive and draconian list of 
policy measures. It is unlikely that any government 
would be both willing and able to block all relevant 
research efforts into biological, nuclear, and com- 
puter technology, monitor and prevent any religious 
interference that could stir up the undead, and ward 
off the evil of the Thriller. Even powerful govern- 
ments will lack both the foresight and the capabilities 
to block all of the possible causal mechanisms though 
which the dead can be resurrected. 

This is especially true given that, in most of the 


origin stories, the emergence of zombies is accidental 
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rather than intentional. The complexity of precau- 
tionary measures could increase the likelihood of the 
living dead stalking humankind by increasing the 
probability of a “normal accident.” U.S. efforts to 
develop countermeasures to bioterrorism, for exam- 
ple, have actually increased the supply of deadly tox- 
ins, thus concomitantly increasing the probability of 
an accident triggering the unintended release of a 
biotoxin to the outside world.” In the case of bio- 
terrorism, however, at least the federal government 
could point to the existence of prior attacks to vali- 
date preventive measures. Without a prior history of 
zombie attacks for justification, no government could 
produce a cost-benefit analysis to warrant extensive 
precautionary policies. 

International relations scholarship is less con- 
cerned with the cause of zombies than their effect on 
world politics. To use the language of social science, 
flesh-eating ghouls are the independent variable. As it 
turns out, the creators of zombie narratives largely 
share this position. It is telling that these stories usu- 
ally provide only perfunctory explanations for how 
«Zombie Zero” was born. In Night of the Living Dead, 
for example, Romero only provided a causal explana- 
tion when pressured by the film’s distributors.” Multi- 
ple commentators have correctly observed the reason 
for this lack of concern; these stories are always set 


after the outbreak, as civilization itself is threatened." 
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Like international relations scholars, the creators of 
zombie narratives are more interested in how the living 
dead affect human institutions. The absence of con- 
sensus about what causes zombies might be vexing— 
but, for our purposes, it is not problematic. 

An even fiercer doctrinal dispute involves how fast 
zombies can move." From Romero’s Night of the Liv- 
ing Dead through Brooks’s World War Z, the living 
dead walked, shuffled, lurched, crawled, or stumbled— 
but they did not run. Recent zombie survival manuals 
stress this point.” Brooks is particularly emphatic, as- 
serting, “Zombies appear to be incapable of running. 
The fastest have been observed to move at the rate of 
barely one step per 1.5 seconds. . . . The average liv- 
ing human possesses a dexterity level go percent 
greater than the strongest ghoul.” Beginning with 
28 Days Later, however, the idea of “fast zombies” has 
made serious inroads into the canon. In Zack Snyder's 
2004 remake of Dawn of the Dead, zombies sprinted at 
high speeds. In Zombieland, the undead spread because 
they were faster than the aerobically challenged Amer- 
icans. Frozen Nazi zombies were able to traverse dif- 
ficult, snowy terrain at high speed in Tommy Wirkola’s 
Dead Snow (2009). This need for speed prompted 
George Romero to rebut the idea of fast zombies in 
Diary of the Dead (2008). His protagonist explained 
early on that “dead things don’t move fast. . - . If you 
run that fast, your ankles are gonna snap off.” 
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This debate has clearly animated the zombie stud- 
jes community—but, again, it is largely irrelevant to 
questions about international relations. The reason 
is that, regardless of whether flesh-devouring ghouls 
move slowly or quickly, the plague of the undead is 
extremely likely to cross borders. If zombies were 
able to move and infect humans at high speeds, it 
would be virtually impossible to contain their spread 
to a single country or region." However, even if zom- 
bies are slow, they are unlikely to stay confined to a 
single country. A slow-moving zombie outbreak would 
translate into an equally slow-moving policy response— 
and, as we shall see in the chapter “Bureaucratic Pol- 
tics: The ‘Pulling and Hauling’ of Zombies,” the ini- 
tial responses are likely to be riddled with error. 

Furthermore, if the zombie canon is any guide, 
slow zombies are positively correlated with a slower 
jncubation period. The infected in 28 Days Later are 
fast zombies; when they are exposed to the rage virus, 
they “turn” in less than thirty seconds. The zombies 
in Romero's movies or Brooks’s World War Z are slow 
moving; if they are bitten, it takes them hours or days 
to become part of the living dead. The effect of zombi- 
‘sm corresponds with the speed of transmission. Fast- 
acting viruses lead to fast zombies, and slow-acting 
viruses lead to “old school” zombies. 

If it takes a longer time for human beings to die and 


turn into flesh-eating ghouls, then it is also possible 
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for them to travel a farther distance from the original 
point of infection while still human. With a modern 
transport infrastructure, an infected individual can 
get from one major population center to another 
within twenty-four hours. Even a single outbreak of 
corpse reanimation can go global. In addition, al- 
though the zombie plague is only spread through bit- 
ing or other fluidic transfers, the infection rate is 100 
percent. Even powerful disease vectors like smallpox 
or influenza have infection rates that are considerably 
lower. Because the zombie contagion is so powerful, 
its cross-border spread is a near certainty. 

It should be stressed that the fast-versus-slow de- 
bate is of significant importance for other policy di- 
mensions. The military tactics, evacuation logistics, 
refugee policies, and homeland security measures 
needed to cope with a fast zombie outbreak would 
look dramatically different from a slow one. We are 
concerned with global responses in this book, how- 
ever. As figure 4 demonstrates, both the fast and slow 
zombie possibilities lead to the same outcome—the 
globalization of ghouldom. Because either variety of 
zombie leads to an international relations problem, 
we can dismiss the causal importance of speed as a 
determining factor in global policy responses. In- 
deed, as the two-by-two diagram in table 1 demon- 
strates, neither the origins nor the speed of zombies 


is of much causal significance. 
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Figure 4. Why speed does not causally affect 
the spread of zombies. 
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TABLE ] 
A 2X2 Table, as Required in all Political Science Research 


SSS... | eee 


Fast Zombies Slow Zombies 
a nn Zu = ications ee 
Supernatural Origins Cross-border Cross-border 


security problem security problem 


Scientific Origins Cross-border ER 
Security problem Security problem 


The starting point of our analysis is that the living 
dead are a transnational phenomenon. Either corpses 
reanimate across the globe, or they spread outward 
from a single source. Either way, they are a threat 
that all countries must consider in crafting their for- 
eign and national security policies. 

And so we arrive at our central question: What 
would different theories of international relations 
predict would happen if the zombies started to roam 


the earth? 


THE REALPOLITIK OF THE 
LIVING DEAD 


There are many varieties of realism,! but all realists 
start with a common assumption—that anarchy is the 
overarching constraint of world politics. Anarchy 
does not mean chaos or disorder but instead the ab- 
sence of a centralized, legitimate authority. No mat- 
ter what ardent cosmopolitans or conspiracy theo- 
„ists believe, there is no world government. With no 
monopoly on the use of force in world politics, every 
actor must adopt “self-help” measures to ensure con- 
tinued existence. For realists, the primary actors are 
those that can guarantee their own survival—namely, 
states. Because force is the ne plus ultra of power, the 
actors that count are those with the greatest ability to 
use force—states with sizable armed forces. 
Most realists argue that the combination of anar- 
chy and the need for self-help creates recurrent and 
ersistent patterns in international affairs. In a world 
of anarchy, the only currency that matters is power— 
the material capability to ward off pressure or coer- 
hile being able to influence others. If one state 


cion W 
amasses more and more power, other states will have 
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an incentive to balance against that state, so as to pre- 
vent it from dominating everyone.’ The anarchic 
global structure makes it impossible for governments 
to fully trust each other, forcing all states to be guided 
solely by their own national interests. 

Since all states can only count on their own re- 
sources and capabilities, realists are very skeptical 
about the ability of international institutions to regu- 
late world politics. States will consider the distribu- 
tion of gains when thinking about cooperating with 
another actor. The question, for realists like Kenneth 
Waltz, is not “will both of us gain?” but “who will gain 
more?” Cooperation in the form of balancing coali- 
tions will always be transient and unstable. Just as 
zombies will always crave human flesh, realpolitik 
states will always crave a more favorable distribution 
of capabilities. When relative gains concerns are para- 
mount, cooperation is always ephemeral." 

Because anarchy is such a powerful constraint on 
state actions, realists are not particularly interested in 
the domestic politics of other countries. Whether a 
country has a democratic, autocratic, or revolutionary 
form of government has only a marginal effect on that 
country’s foreign policy trajectory. The structure of an- 
archy is so powerful that it eventually forces all states 
into roughly similar policy preferences—maximizing 
security. This does not necessarily translate into power 
maximization. States that become too powerful risk 
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triggering what is called a security dilemma—that is, 
acquiring so much power that other countries choose 
form a balancing coalition against the rising power.’ 
Even scholars who believe in power maximization 
allow that the “stopping power of water” will likely 
deter any state from global overreach.‘° Realists ac- 
knowledge that, on occasion, states deviate from these 
predictions because of domestic interests.’ When 
this happens, however, the competitive rigors of the 
system will force these actors to either change their 
behavior—or they will wither away faster than a rot- 
ting corpse." 

Realists focus like a laser beam on the interna- 
tional distribution of power. The waxing and waning 
of states corresponds to their influence over out- 
comes in world politics. Most realists posit that bal- 
ance of power politics acts as a natural regulating 
hanism. Power transition theorists, however, care 


mec 
about the relationship between the most powerful 
state—the hegemon—and potential challengers to its 
primacy in world politics. If a hegemon is supplanted 


ising power, the likelihood of a great power war 


byar 
spikes. 
from Sparta and Athens in ancient Greece to Great 
n and Germany prior to World War I—the 


9 When this situation occurred in the past— 


Britai 
world becomes fraught with uncertainty. In the past, 


the prospect of such a power transition has often trig- 


gered great power wars. If the rising power signals 
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that it has revisionist aims—in other words, it wants 
to rewrite the rules of world order—then such a con- 
flict will be inexorable. 

As this summary might suggest, realism has a rather 
dystopic and jaundiced view of the world. In other 
words, realism is perfectly comfortable in the zombie 
universe—particularly the world of George Romero’ 
films. In the original Night of the Living Dead (1968), 
seven people are trapped in a farmhouse surrounded 
by flesh-eating ghouls. Despite the common external 
threat posed by zombies, the individuals inside the 
house are barely able to cooperate. Ties of kinship 
mean little. Two separate sovereign entities (the base- 
ment and the first floor) are quickly created and ruled 
by separate individuals (Harry and Ben).* Resources— 
food, access to information, firearms—are the object 
of fierce distributional conflict. Temporary accords de- 
signed to create a public good—escape and rescue— 
quickly break down when there are shifts in the dis- 
tribution of power. 

A similar dynamic plays itself out in Romero's 
Dawn of the Dead (1978). This time a band of survi- 
vors fortifies itself inside a shopping mall. Despite 
possessing an abundance of resources, the main char- 
acters do their utmost to prevent another cluster of 


*Indeed, Ben tells Harry, “If you stay up here, you take orders 
from me!” 


THE REALPOLITIK OF THE LIVING DEAD 


humans from entering the mall." When a biker gang 
breaches their defenses, they respond by opening the 
docking bays to let in more zombies—to occupy the 
attention of the bikers. Cooperation breaks down in 
Romero's Day of the Dead (198 5) as well—indeed, the 
character of Sarah complains early on in that film 
that “we're all pulling in different directions.” The 
failure of humans to cooperate in the presence of re- 
animated corpses is a common theme that permeates 
the zombie canon—just as the futility of international 
cooperation recurs throughout the realist interpreta- 
tion of history. 

How would the introduction of flesh-eating ghouls 
affect world politics? The realist answer is simple if 
surprising—international relations would be largely 
unaffected. This paradigm would be unimpressed 
with the claim that a new existential threat to the 
human condition leads to any radical change in 
human behavior. To them, a plague of the undead 
id merely echo older plagues and disasters. Dis- 


s affected world politics from the Black Death 


wou 


ease ha 
of the fourteenth century to the 1918-19 influenza 


pandemic. In the past, most of these plagues simply 
reified existing power relationships. Because more 
dynamic and powerful societies developed stronger 


#As the biker gang rampages the mall, Stephen mutters, “It’s 
ours. We took it. It’s ours.” He then starts shooting the bikers. 
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immunities to plague, they gained a greater share of 
relative power during pandemics." Similarly, modern 
research shows that wealthier and more powerful so- 
cieties can weather natural disasters better than 
weaker, poorer states." Realists would see no reason 
to expect an epidemic of zombies to be any different 
in its effects. To paraphrase Thucydides, the realpoli- 
tik of zombies is that the strong will do what they 
can, and the weak must suffer devouring by reani- 
mated, ravenous corpses. 

To be sure, even realists would acknowledge some 
shifts in the global distribution of power from the re- 
animation of the dead. Some governments will be 
better placed to repulse the zombies than others. 
Those with greater security and communications in- 
frastructures should be able to put down any internal 
zombie insurrections and reestablish domestic order, 
or block cross-border zombie incursions. States with 
low population densities would have more time to 
adapt to the presence of the undead. Geographic 1so- 
lation would be no guarantee of zombie prevention. 
As Romero demonstrated in Land of the Dead (2005) 
and Max Brooks showed in his novel World War Z 
(2006), there is no stopping power of water for the 
undead because they have no need to breathe. Never- 
theless, geography still matters. Some geographic 
features alter the offense-defense balance vis-a-vis an 


external attack—in other words, defense is easier than 


THE REALPOLITIK OF THE LIVING DEAD 


offense on certain kinds of terrain, such as coastlines 
or mountain ranges.” Realists would expect countries 
with mountainous borders to be more likely to thwart 
hordes of foreign flesh-eating ghouls. Some states 


would undoubtedly be completely overrun by the liv- 


ing dead. 

Would the character of world politics change, how- 
ever? Not necessarily. The best tactics and strategies 
for defeating zombies would spread quickly through- 
out the international system, regardless of the ethical 
or moral implications of such plans. In World War Z, 
for example, the national security strategy that dif- 
fuses throughout the globe has its origins in an apart- 
heid South African government’s doomsday scenario 
of an all-out uprising by the black population.” This 
for the intentional sacrifice of some 


strategy calls 
population centers. Given the exigencies of the situa- 


tion, 
Realists also predict balance of power politics, so 


however, it is quickly adopted worldwide. 


wouldn’t the specter of the undead create a balancing 
coalition against all ghouls? This possibility cannot 
be ruled out, particularly for power transition theo- 
rists. If zombies emerged from central Eurasia, for 

their capacity to spread quickly could trig- 


example, 
ger a natural balancing coalition designed to prevent 


zombie hordes from spreading across the continent. 
verran a significant cluster of states and 


If ghouls o 
created a sufficient number of fresh ghouls, a power 
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transition dynamic could present itself. The zombies 
would be seen as the rapidly rising power—and no 
one would deny that their preference for human flesh 
would represent radically revisionist war aims. A 
containment strategy would no doubt be proposed as 
a means of limiting the territorial expansion of the 
undead." 

Most realists would be very skeptical about the ro- 
bustness of a universal “anti-zombie alliance,” how- 
ever. First, buckpassing would be an equally likely 
outcome. In a buckpassing situation, states would 
refrain from taking an active stance against the zom- 
bie hordes in the hopes that other countries would do 
the dirty work of balancing in their stead. So even if 
a powerful state tried to amass an anti-zombie coali- 
tion, other governments might commit to such an 
alliance in name only. 

Second, small supporter states would fear that 
powerful countries would use a global quest against 
zombies as a subterfuge to augment their own capa- 
bilities and interests. Past history offers some support 
for this prediction. The Soviet Union installed pup- 
pet governments in its military theater of operations 
at the end of World War II to develop a buffer zone 
between itself and the Western alliance. Even during 
the peak period of the Cold War, NATO members 
repeatedly clashed over the scope and nature of the 


strategic embargo placed on the communist bloc, be- 
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cause some members of the Western alliance bene- 
fited disproportionately from trade with the Soviet 
Union." A similar dynamic has played itself out dur- 
ing the American-led “global war on terror.” The 
United States tried to coordinate global efforts against 
all nonstate actors that employed this tactic. Other 
countries responded by adding groups that were con- 
sidered national threats but did not quite fit the defi- 
nition of terrorist.” 

Realists would predict a similar dynamic at work 
in any kind of anti-zombie crusade, except on an even 
grander scope. In the past, natural disasters have 
exacerbated preexisting conflicts among humans." 
could therefore exploit the threat from the liv- 
ad to acquire new territory, squelch irredentist 
d scores, or subdue enduring ri- 


States 
ing de 
movements, settle ol 
vals. The People’s Republic of China could use the 


e threat to justify an occupation of ‘Taiwan. 
Russia could use the same excuse to justify interven- 
tion into its near abroad; in World War Z, the conflict 
ws Moscow to reabsorb Belarus. India and Paki- 
uld likely accuse each other of failing to con- 
ie problem in Kashmir." The United 


zombi 


allo 
stan WO 
trol the zomb 
States would not be immune from the temptation to 
it the zombie threat as a strategic opportunity. 


explo 
ge would the army of the Cuban undead 


How lar 


Jd War Z, Pakistan’s failure to control its zombie infes- 


*In Wor 
litarized dispute with Iran. 


tation leads to a mi 
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need to be to justify the deployment of the Eighty- 
second Airborne? In the end, realists—particularly 
American realists—would no doubt evoke the cau- 
tionary words of former president John Quincy Adams 
and warn against going abroad “in search of monsters 
to destroy.” 

Some realists would go further, arguing that, in 
the end, human-zombie alliances of convenience would 
be just as likely to emerge as human-human alliances. 
As previously noted, many zombies in the canon start 
out possessing strategic intelligence, making them 
more than capable of recognizing the virtues of tac- 
tical agreements with some humans. Some zombie 
studies scholars might object at this point, arguing 
that flesh-eating ghouls can neither talk nor develop 
strategic thought. Even if they did not, though, real- 
ists would point to Romero's zombies for empirical 
support. Even in Night of the Living Dead, Romero’s 
ghouls demonstrated the capacity for using tools.” In 
each of his subsequent films, the undead grew more 
cognitively complex. The zombie characters of Bub 
in Day of the Dead and Big Daddy in Land of the Dead 
were painted with a more sympathetic brush than 
most of the human characters. Both Bub and Big 
Daddy learned how to use firearms. Bub was able to 
speak, perform simple tasks, and engage in impulse 


*The very first zombie we see in Night of the Living Dead uses a 
rock to break into Barbara’s car. 
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control—that is, to refrain from eating a human he 
liked. Big Daddy and his undead cohort developed a 
hierarchical authority structure with the ability to 
engage in tactical and strategic learning. In doing so 
they overran a well-fortified human redoubt and 
killed its most powerful leader. It would take only 
the mildest of cognitive leaps to envision a zombie- 
articulated defense of these actions at the United 
Nations. 

By the end of Land of the Dead the lead zombie 
character and the lead human character acknowledge 
à tacit bargain to leave each other alone. This is per- 
fectly consistent with the realist paradigm. For zom- 
bies to survive and thrive, they must avoid losing 
their brains; and, like humans, they also must adapt 
to the rigors of anarchy in world politics. While some 


eme 
antihuman policies at first, the anarchical system would 


rging zombie governments might pursue radical 


eventually discipline a moderation of views.” 
In a world of sophisticated zombies, alliances be- 


tween human states and zombie states are possible. 


Indeed, any government that tried to develop a grand 
coalition targeting the undead would immediately 


trigger the security dilemma. Realpolitik states could 


exploit any move toward an idealistic global war on 


zombies by creating temporary alliances of conve- 
nience with emerging ghoul governments. A more 


passive strategy would be to encourage what John 
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Zombies could defend their actions at the United Nations. 
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Mearsheimer labels “bait and bleed” and “bloodlet- 
ting” strategies.” In these instances, realist states would 
try to foment conflict between anti-zombie states and 
the ghouls themselves, profiting at the relative losses 
incurred by both sides. 

Realists would advocate noninterference in how 
zombie states treated their own living and undead 
populations.” In the end, realists would conclude that 
there would be little intrinsic difference between 
human states and zombie states. Human beings have 
an innate lust for power in the realist paradigm; zom- 
bies have an innate lust for human flesh, Both are 
scarce resources. Regardless of individual traits, do- 
mestic institutions, or variations in the desire for liv- 
ing flesh, human and zombie actors alike are subject 
to the same powerful constraint of anarchy. Both sets 
of actors would engage in strategic opportunism to 
advance their interests in anarchy. The fundamental 
character of world politics would therefore remain 
unchanged. In the end, realists would caution human 
governments against expending significant amounts 


of blood and treasure to engage in far-flung anti- 


zombie adventures—particularly blood. 


*Some realists would no doubt warn against the power of a 
“human lobby” to blind governments from their national interests, 
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REGULATING THE 
UNDEAD IN A LIBERAL 
WORLD ORDER 


Like the realist paradigm, there are many varieties of 
liberalism.' All liberals nevertheless share a common 
belief: cooperation is still possible in a world of anar- 
chy. Liberals look at world politics as a non-zero-sum 
game. Mutual cooperation on issues ranging from 
international trade to nuclear nonproliferation to 
disease prevention can yield global public goods on a 
massive scale. These gains are not always distributed 
evenly, but they do make all actors better off than 
they would be in the absence of policy coordination. 
Major actors in world politics therefore have an in- 
centive to realize the benefits that come from long- 
term mutual cooperation and avoid the costs that 
come with mutual defection. 

Liberals do not believe that cooperative outcomes 
always happen in world politics. In some cases, pref- 
erences might be so divergent that no compromise or 
bargain can be struck among the actors. Even if a non- 
zero-sum bargain is possible, this incentive to realize 
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these gains does not guarantee that collaboration takes 
place. The benefits generated by cooperation are often 
nonexcludable—in other words, anyone will benefit 
from broad-based cooperation even if they them- 
selves do not cooperate. For example, if a plucky 
band of survivors were to devise a way to eliminate 
the plague of the undead, all humans would benefit 
regardless of whether they helped or not. This cre- 
ates a free-rider problem, as the payoff structure in 
table 2 demonstrates. The conundrum for liberals is 
that while an outcome of mutual cooperation is bet- 
ter than one of mutual defection, everyone is best off in 
a situation in which they can unilaterally defect. Since 
every actor has these same incentives, the outcome can 
be a “tragedy of the commons”—everyone defecting, 
even though everyone is better off cooperating.” 

This situation is not hopeless, however. The lib- 
eral paradigm offers multiple strategies to overcome 
the tragedy of the commons.’ Conditions that lengthen 
the shadow of the future increase the likelihood of 
cooperation. The longer one’s time horizon, the 
greater the rewards from mutual cooperation are in 
comparison to the fleeting benefits from free riding. 
If an actor expects to be around for a while, then re- 
sponse strategies that punish noncooperation but 
play well with “nice” actors—such as tit-for-tat—can 


sustain multilateral cooperation over the long run. 
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TABLE 2 


‘Tragedy of the Commons Game 
nee EE 


Player B 
Cooperate Defect 
Cooperate (3,3) (0,5) 
Player A Defect (5,0) (1,1) 


TE eee 


Other gambits can increase the rewards from co- 
operation and reduce the benefits from defection. 
Economic interdependence reduces the incentive to 
defect by magnifying the gap in gains between a world 
of collective action and a world of mutual distrust.* 
Governments will be less likely to cheat in the short 
term if they know it means they will lose the benefits 
from trade in the long term. Multilateral institutions 
that monitor and disseminate information can ensure 
that cheating will be detected and punished.’ Institu- 
tions reassure all participating actors that they are on 
the same page in terms of the rules of the game—and 
they clarify how and when those rules will be broken. 

Finally, democracies are more likely to cooperate 
with each other. Liberals posit that democracies are 
more likely to have similar preferences, making co- 
operation easier. More significantly, domestic laws and 
institutions provides democracies with the means to 


credibly commit to international agreements.’ Liberals 
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allow that the Hobbesian war of all against all pre- 
dicted by realism could happen, but only under very 
extreme conditions.’ A world of economic interde- 
pendence, democratic governments, and international 
institutions should foster extensive amounts of multi- 
lateral cooperation. 

At first glance, the liberal paradigm appears to be 
a bad fit for a genre that specializes in zombie apoca- 
lypses. Indeed, the tragedy of liberalism in a universe 
with zombies is that some of its central tenets would 
accelerate the spread of flesh-eating ghouls. Liberals 
advocate an open global economy in order to foster 
complex interdependence and lock in incentives for 
governments to cooperate. Just as open borders fos- 
ter greater migration of peoples and pandemics, they 
would also facilitate the cross-border spread of both 
the undead and infected human carriers.* In sharp 
contrast to realism, liberal policy prescriptions would 
appear to exacerbate the first stages of the zombie 
menace. It is little wonder, therefore, that so many criti- 
cal theorists equate the unchecked spread of zombies 
with the unchecked spread of capitalism itself.’ 

Similarly, liberals acknowledge that cooperation with 
zombies would be next to impossible. One would be 
hard-pressed to devise sanctions that would compel 
zombies into cooperating. The divergence of prefer- 
ences is also too great. The refrain in Jonathan Coul- 


. . A 
ton’s song “Re: Your Brains,” written from a zombie’s 
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point of view, best encapsulates the implacable nature 


of the zombie bargaining position: 


All we want to do is eat your brains 

We’re not unreasonable; I mean, no one’s gonna eat 
your eyes 

All we want to do is eat your brains 

We’re at an impasse here; maybe we should compro- 
mise: 

If you open up the doors 


We'll all come inside and eat your brains 


If this represents the zombie bargaining position, 
then the liberal assumption of a non-zero-sum bar- 
gain does not hold. As table 3 shows, in the ‘Tragedy 
of the Zombies game, the dominant strategy for zom- 
bies is to eat humans. Tit-for-tat strategies do not 
work. Neither cooperation nor coordination is pos- 
sible with the living dead. 

A second glance reveals that the liberal paradigm 
still offers significant analytical bite. Romantic zom- 
bie comedies—rom-zom-coms for short—contain both 
implicit and explicit elements of liberalism. Ruben 
Fleischer’s Zombieland (2009) is about the articulation 
and adherence to well-defined rules for surviving in 
a zombie-infested landscape. Its central message— 
beyond the need for cardio workouts—is the need for 
disparate individuals to credibly commit to each other. 
The characters in Edgar Wrights Shaun of the Dead 


51 


REGULATING THE UNDEAD 


TABLE 3 
Tragedy of the Zombies Game 
Humans 
Don’t kill 
zombies Kill zombies 
Don’t eat humans (1,4) (0,5) 
Zombies 
Eat humans (5,0) (4,1) 


oA u eee 


(2004) cooperate with each other far more than in 
any of George Romero’s films. Indeed, just before the 
climax of that film, the character Shaun rallies his 
friends and relations with a stirring paean to liberal- 
ism: “As Bertrand Russell once said, ‘the only thing 
that will redeem mankind is cooperation.’ I think we 
can all appreciate the relevance of that now.” 

The liberal paradigm offers some intriguing prê- 
dictions and explanations for how a global zombie 
outbreak could affect world politics. Perhaps the 
most important liberal insight is an answer tO one of 
the biggest mysteries in zombie studies—the failure 
of ghouls to ever attack each other. In Romero's 
Dawn of the Dead (1978), a scientist observes that 
“there are no divisions” among the undead. Even 
those infected with the “rage virus” in Danny Boyle’ 
28 Days Later (2002) focus their rage only on other 
humans—not their fellow zombies. We assume that 
zombies have no wish to eat each other, but it is sur- 
prising that they do not turn on each other when try- 
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ing to divvy up ahuman carcass—especially as human 
flesh grows scarce. From Romero’s Night of the Living 
Dead (1968) onward, however, zombies have either 
tolerated each other’s company or actively cooper- 
ated to defeat humans. 

Why? The liberal paradigm provides a simple, ra- 
tional answer: the living dead have the longest pos- 
sible shadow of the future. John Maynard Keynes 
famously commented that “in the long run, we are all 
dead.” In the long run, the undead still have to inter- 
act with each other—and therefore they have the 
strongest of incentives to cooperate.” If zombies 
hang together, then humans face the danger of hang- 
ing separately. 

Despite the daunting degree of zombie solidarity, 
liberals would predict that the incentive for multilat- 
eral cooperation among humans would be powerful 
as well. The proliferation of the differently animated 
represents a classic negative externality problem of 
economic globalization. Countries that profit from 
trading with each other would nevertheless reward a 
third party—flesh-eating ghouls—by unwittingly fa- 
cilitating their spread. States would therefore view 
zombies the same way they viewed other public bads 
that emerged from the open global economy, such as 
money laundering or food-borne diseases. Powerful 
vernments would create and reinforce interna- 


go 
tional institutions designed to control their spread. 
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Indeed, the zombie menace would touch so many dif- 
ferent spheres of life that liberals would predict a “re- 
gime complex” to emerge." A welter of international 
governmental organizations—including the United 
Nations Security Council, the World Health Organiza- 
tion, and the International Organization for Migra- 
tion—would promulgate a series of policies and pro- 
tocols designed to combat existing zombie hordes 
and prevent further outbreaks.* A coordinating body, 
perhaps even a World Zombie Organization (WZO), 
would need to be formed in order to handle all of the 
overlapping health, trade, and security issues. In the 
end, some organization would announce a “compre- 
hensive and integrated dezombiefication strategy,” 
with sufficient buy-in from stakeholders across global 
civil society, as their plan of action.™ 

The liberal expectation would be that a counter- 
zombie regime complex could make significant in- 
roads into the zombie problem. The public benefits 
of wiping the undead from the face of the earth are 


*Given that zombies would be covered under genetically mod- 
ified organisms, the European Union would immediately invoke 
the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety as the key regulatory mecha- 
nism for the cross-border movement of reanimated dead tissue. 

“This liberal prediction hinges crucially on whether the initial 
policy responses could mitigate the spread of ghouls. If decision 
makers concluded that no action could halt the spread of the undead, 
then the shadow of the future would disappear; liberals would predict 
actors to pursue endgame strategies of noncooperation. Hiding and 
hoarding would be the appropriate responses at this juncture. 
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quite significant, boosting the likelihood of signifi- 
cant policy coordination.” The undead would fall 
into the category of systemic threats—such as terror- 
ism and global pandemics—where states have en- 
gaged in meaningful cross-border cooperation. ‘This 
prediction is also consistent with key portions of the 
zombie literature. In Max Brooks’s novel World War 
Z (2006), the decision to go on the offensive comes 
after a United Nations meeting.” Consistent with 
liberal internationalism, the United States provided 
the necessary leadership and a strong sense of social 
purpose in order to rally support." 

How effective would these global governance 
structures be in combating the undead? The question 
of regime effectiveness has haunted international re- 
lations scholarship for decades.” To be sure, liberal 
security regimes such as NATO or the Chemical 
Weapons Convention have a credible track record of 
success. The ability of both security and health re- 
gimes to monitor and spread information quickly in 
the era of instant messaging would facilitate rapid 
reactions to the zombie problem at an early stage. 
Globalization has certainly fostered the technical and 
regulatory coordination necessary for enhancing bio- 
security.” Ata minimum, one would expect a signifi- 
cant rollback and stringent regulation of the living 
dead, roughly consistent with the outcome in Brooks’s 


World War Z or Mira Grant's Feed (2010)." 
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Although the macrosituation might appear stable, 
it would also be imperfect. At present, the regime for 
cross-border movement of the dead already has sig- 
nificant loopholes.” Even if current international law 
is fixed, zombies represent a tough test for global 
governance structures. They are most difficult kind 
of governance problem—a prohibition regime.” Un- 
less every single ghoul is hunted down and destroyed 
beyond recognition, a recurrent spread of the undead 
remains a possibility. The international regimes de- 
signed to eliminate disease demonstrate the difficul- 
ties inherent in this task. The scourge of smallpox has 
been erased, but few other diseases have been com- 
pletely and totally eradicated.” The persistence of 
AIDS, polio, malaria, tuberculosis, and the myriad 
strains of influenza demonstrate the challenges that 
would face an international counter-zombie regime. 

The liberal paradigm would predict two signifi- 
cant loopholes that could form within the confines of 
a global counter-zombie regime. First, some coun- 
tries might fail to provide timely information about 
zombie outbreaks until the problem had escalated be- 
yond local control. Authoritarian countries are often 
reluctant to admit health crises because of the threat 
such an admission could have on state control over 
society. Non-democratic regimes are less likely to in- 
vest in the public goods necessary to prevent or con- 
tain disasters.?? This is one reason why the loss of life 
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from disasters is greater in authoritarian countries.” 
Local officials could delay reporting a zombie out- 
break up the chain of command for fear of being the 
bearer of bad news. Developing countries might lack 
the infrastructure to detect the reemergence of the 
living dead. They would certainly fear the economic 
impact of any policy response by large market juris- 
diction to an announced outbreak of flesh-eating 
ghouls.* China’s initial refusal to notify the rest of the 
world of its SARS cases in a timely, transparent, and 
verifiable manner is the exemplar case of this kind of 
policy conundrum.?* China behaves in a similar man- 
ner in World War Z—going so far as to trigger a crisis 
with Taiwan to disguise the extent of their zombie 
problem.” 

Second, it would not be surprising if nongovern- 
mental organizations (NGOs) devoted to the defense 
of the living dead acted as an impediment to their 
eradication. The ability of NGOs to alter global gov- 
ernance structures is a matter of some debate within 
international relations scholarship.” At a minimum, 
however, global civil society can raise the transaction 
costs of implementing the rules of global governance. 
At least one nonprofit organization in favor of zom- 

*This problem is not limited to developing countries. If flesh- 
eating ghouls were detected, two immediate and obvious predic- 
tions would follow: the European Union would impose a complete 


pan on British beef, and Japan and South Korea would impose a 
similar ban on U.S. beef. 
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Protests against counter-zombie 
policies would be unsurprising. 


bie equality already exists—Great Britain’s Citizens 
for Undead Rights and Equality.” The formation of 
more powerful activist groups—Zombie Rights Watch, 
Zombies without Borders, ZombAid, or People for 


the Ethical Treatment of Zombies—would undoubt- 
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edly make it difficult for the WZO to achieve perfect 
eradication. 

While these pitfalls could prove problematic, they 
should not be overstated. China has moved down the 
learning curve as a result of the SARS episode; au- 
thorities in Beijing were much more transparent dur- 
ing the 2009 HıNı epidemic, for example.“ As 
countries have adapted to the problem of pandemics, 
fewer of them would be expected to conceal a grow- 
ing problem with the undead. Even if multilateral 
solutions proved to be inadequate, liberals would en- 
vision the emergence of “minilateral” or regional or- 
ganizations to act as a backstop. The United States 
would likely respond to any failure of a WZO by cre- 
ating a North American Counter-Zombie Agreement 
to handle the problem regionally. Similarly, one would 
expect the European Commission to issue the mother 
of all directives to cope with the issue.* The Associa- 
tion of Southeast Asian Nations, Mercosur, the Arab 
League, and the African Union would not be far be- 
hind. The bulk of global civil society would also be 
unlikely to raise too much of an objection to the 
eradication of the undead. Zombie rights would likely 


be one of those issues that more powerful NGOs 


*It is beyond the scope of this text to discuss how zombie comi- 
tology within the European Union would be handled. There is 
little doubt, however, that it would be painful. 
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would resist pushing on their advocacy agenda for 
fear triggering donor fatigue or political backlash.” 
The liberal paradigm would predict an outcome 
that would be imperfect and vulnerable to political 
criticism over time—much like the European Union 
in its current form. That said, the system would also 
be expected to function well enough to ward off the 
specter of a total zombie apocalypse. Zombie flare- 
ups would no doubt take place. Quasi-permanent hu- 
manitarian counter-zombie missions, under United 
Nations auspices, would likely be necessary in failed 
states. Liberals would acknowledge the permanent 
eradication of flesh-eating ghouls as unlikely. The re- 
duction of the zombie problem to one of many man- 
ageable threats, however, would be a foreseeable out- 
come. To use the lexicon of liberals, most governments 


would kill most zombies most of the time. 


NEOCONSERVATISM AND 
THE AXIS OF EVIL DEAD 


In the American foreign policy community, neocon- 
servatives, or “neocons,” are treated as analytically 
distinct from either realists or liberals. Most inter- 
national relations scholars view neoconservative for- 
eign policies as possessing a mélange of liberal and 
realist tenets, but some believe that this approach 
represents an altogether different paradigm.’ On the 
one hand, neocons agree with liberals about the im- 
portance of the democratic peace. Like liberals, neo- 
conservatives believe that a world of democracies 
would be a more secure global order.” ‘They accept 
the notion that democracies will not fight each other— 
therefore, the world is a safer place when there are 
more democracies. Neocons also agree with liberal 
internationalists that American hegemony contrib- 
utes to a more just world order. 

On the other hand, neoconservatives share the 
realist skepticism about international institutions.’ 
Neocons disdain multilateral institutions as a Nietz- 
schian weapon of the weak and the devious.’ Interna- 


tional institutions and international law only constrain 
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democracies because of their adherence to the rule of 
law. Despotic states benefit from cynically embracing 
multilateralism in theory but not in practice. Neo- 
conservatives do not trust the foreign policy inten- 
tions of authoritarian countries. They are also wary 
of the ability of democratic states to maintain their 
vigilance in such a dangerous world. Like classical re- 
alists, neocons fret about the enervating effects of 
democracy on the practice of foreign policy.’ 

American neoconservatives are very quick to spot 
threats and conflicts. Over the past decade, they have 
articulated many such threats to the American way of 
life—including those emanating from Russia, China, 
Iran, North Korea, Al Qaeda, Islam, the European 
Union, and the United Nations.‘ Provided that the 
morass of other possible existential threats did not 
distract them, one would expect neoconservatives to 
detect the zombie menace at an early stage.“ 

The neoconservative policy response to an upris- 
ing of undead flesh-eaters would be simple and di- 
rect. Zombies are an existential threat more serious 
than any clash of civilizations. To paraphrase Robert 
Kagan, humans are from Earth and zombies are 
from Hell.’ Neither accommodation nor recognition 


would be sustainable options. The zombies hate us for 


*Indeed, one concern would be that the initial neoconservative 
response to a zombie outbreak would be to invade Iraq again out 
of force of habit. 
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our freedoms—specifically, our freedom to abstain 
from eating human flesh. As one of the zombies ex- 
plains in Dan O’Bannon®% Return of the Living Dead 
(1985), ghouls eat brains because it is the only thing 
that eases the pain of being dead. 

Neoconservatives would scoff at the realist con- 
tention that zombies are like any other actor in world 
politics, and at the liberal contention that global gov- 
ernance structures could cope with the zombie men- 
ace. This school of thought would instead recommend 
an aggressive and militarized response to ensure the 
continued hegemony of the human race. Rather than 
wait for the ghouls to come to them, neoconserva- 
tives would recommend proactive policy options that 
take the fight to the undead. Their policy preference 
would be for an armed invasion of the central region 
in the zombie-affected area. Deploying armed forces 
in ghoul-infested territory would serve two purposes. 
First, it would act as “flypaper,” diverting zombies 
panding their dominion. Second, this use of 


from ex 
force would eventually drain the swamp of the un- 


dead menace. 

The neoconservative policy preference on zom- 
redicated on the revolution in military affairs 
ft victory.’ Based on this military doc- 


bies is P 
permitting swi 
trine neoconservatives would recommend relying on 
> 
h-tech combat tactics with a heavy focus on air 


hi % 
Br and special forces to shock and awe the living 
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dead into submission. The hardcore neoconservative 
position would assert that the use of American power 
would create a new reality, in which the zombies 
themselves would yearn to break free of their undead 
state and rejoin the human-based community.’ Mod- 
erate neoconservatives would adopt a more nuanced 
position; they would posit that, after creating a human 
outpost in the center of zombie-infested territory, hu- 
mans in neighboring zombie-afflicted nations would 
be inspired to rise up and liberate themselves from 
their undead oppressors. All neoconservatives would 
welcome a crusade against the undead as worthy of 
the martial spirit and national greatness that embody 
the best virtues America has to offer.” 

It is to neoconservatism’s credit that its doctrine is 
consistent with extant work on how best to respond 
to the zombie menace." A war against zombies would, 
surely, be a war against evil itself.” However, other 
elements of neoconservatism might undercut the 
long-term viability of their initial plans. For example, 
neoconservatives frequently assume that all adversar- 
ies are part of a single axis or alliance of evil enemies. 
To be sure, that assumption works when confined to 
zombies, but it is unlikely that neoconservatives 
would stop there. Because of neoconservative hostil- 
ity to authoritarianism, they would be inclined to see 
zombies and despots as part of the same overarching 
threat. They would inevitably identify reanimated 
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corpses as part of a bigger World War IV against a 
so-called Axis of Evil Dead that could include Iran, 
Syria, Hezbollah, Hamas, Al Qaeda, China, and Rus- 
sia, as well as the combined armies of the undead.” 
Expanding the list of enemies would sabotage any at- 
tempt at broad-based coalition warfare, hindering 
military effectiveness in a global war on zombies. 

Furthermore, the military doctrine of shock and 
awe combined with the light footprint of forces on 
the ground would prove disastrous in a military cam- 
paign against the undead. As Brooks noted explicitly 
in World War Z, this doctrine would likely have zero 
effect on zombies: “[W]hat if the enemy can’t be 
shocked and awed? Not just won’t, but biologically 
can't?" Indeed, such a strategy would only trigger a 
fresh wave of flesh-eating ghouls to rise up. If history 
is any guide, the initial occupying force would be 
drawn down too quickly. Over the long run, military 
forces would likely be enmeshed in a protracted, bloody 
insurgency from the undead. Indigenous human popu- 
lations would quickly lose faith in the U.S. military's 
ability to quell the zombie hordes. 

With a massive surge in troops and materiel to 
clear and hold pockets of zombie-free territory, the 
neoconservative approach to flesh-eating ghouls might 
‘eld modest successes in the long run. The costs, 

be appalling. The failure of a surge 


yi 
however, would 
d to an inevitable and catastrophic 
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policy response, as demonstrated in 28 Weeks Later. 
When a zombie outbreak occurs in the latter half of 
that film, military forces are quickly given orders to 
shoot on sight, regardless of whether the person is or 
isn’t infected. Scarlet, a sympathetic Army doctor, ex- 
plains the military mind-set in case of an outbreak of 
infection: “It all makes sense. They’re executing 
Code Red. Step r: kill the infected. Step 2: contain- 
ment. If containment fails, then step 3: extermina- 
tion.” Alas, by the end of that film, despite extreme 
measures that include the firebombing of London, 
the zombie infection escapes quarantine and spreads 


to continental Eurasia. 
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THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION 
OF ZOMBIES 


Constructivism is the most recent international rela- 
tions paradigm to achieve widespread scholarly recog- 
nition. Just as with the realist and liberal paradigms, 
there exists a plethora of constructivist approaches.! 
Constructivist approaches do share a set of core as- 
sumptions about world politics, however. These as- 
sumptions and causal mechanisms revolve around 
two central tenets: the social construction of reality, 
and the importance of identity in explaining and in- 
terpreting behavior on the world stage. 

For constructivists, material factors such as eco- 
mic wealth and military power are important—but 
more important are how social structures filter 


no 


even 
and interpret the meaning of those material capabili- 


ties. For example, zombies are hardly the only actors 
in the social world to crave human flesh. Cannibals, 
sharks, and very hungry bears will also target Homo 
sapiens if there is sufficient opportunity and willing- 
ness. Nevertheless, zombies are perceived to be a much 
greater threat to humankind. Why? There are mate- 


rial factors to consider—to our knowledge, bears can’t 
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turn human beings into more bears by biting them. 
Constructivists would argue that this is an incomplete 
explanation, however. Zombies threaten the power- 
ful human norm of not devouring each other for sus- 
tenance or pleasure—and therefore arouse greater 
security concerns as a result. 

Constructivists argue that transnational norms are 
a powerful constraint on action in world politics. 
Nuclear weapons, for example, are the most powerful 
destructive force in human history—but they have 
not been used in combat since 1945. Social construc- 
tivists argue that, over time, a taboo has developed 
regarding their use.? Within societies, actors will usu- 
ally refrain from violating powerful social norms 
because they do not want to be ostracized by their 
peers. Constructivist scholars argue that this effect 
also exists in global society; by and large, govern- 
ments want to avoid being ostracized by other actors 
in the international community.’ 

Just as important to the constructivist paradigm is 
the role that identity plays in defining actors and 
their preferences. Identities are developed or consti- 
tuted through mutual recognition—authoritative ac- 
tors are considered legitimate in the international 
community not only because of self-recognition but 
because others recognize them as legitimate. Actors— 
including but not limited to states—define themselves 
in part by distinguishing themselves from the “other.” 
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This provides all actors a greater sense of ontological 
security that guides their actions and beliefs in world 
affairs.’ Because zombies used to be human, reani- 
mated, ravenous flesh-eating corpses could make hu- 
mans more uncertain about their identity—and how 
it differs from the viably challenged. 

Significant elements of the zombie canon have a 
constructivist bent. As cultural critics have observed, 
the horror in zombie films comes not from a single 
ghoul but from an ever-expanding community of them.‘ 
It other words, the terror increases when a large 
swath of individuals are socialized into the ways of 
the undead. Similarly, zombie films persistently raise 
tions about the identity distinctions between 


ques 
s and humans. These questions provoke con- 


ghoul 
siderable anxiety—and occasional nightmares—from 


human protagonists. One recent cultural analysis of 
the zombie genre observes, “What is remarkable 
about so many zombie movies is that the survivors of 
the plague/ accident/alien invasion that caused the in- 
fection do so little to distinguish themselves from 
zombies; it’s very much a case of as you are, so too am 
J” In George Romero’s films, characters cannot es- 
cape commenting on the similarities between the liv- 
ing and the undead. The actions of the zombies and 
the zombie-hunting posse in Night of the Living Dead 
(1968) are barely distinguishable from each other. In 


both Dawn of the Dead (1978) and Day of the Dead 
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(1985) a human character, discussing the zombies, 
simply declares, “They’re us.” 

One could argue that social constructivism is bet- 
ter prepared than other paradigms to deal with a 
paranormal phenomenon like the dead rising from 
the grave. As previously noted, constructivists have 
engaged with other paranormal actors, such as UFOs. 
The applicability of these preexisting theoretical ar- 
guments to zombies is open to question, however. 
For example, Alexander Wendt and Raymond Du- 
vall’s constructivist explanation of official denials of 
extraterrestrial aliens is premised on the notion that 
these aliens possess superior technology to humans.” 
The technological superiority of aliens undercuts the 
anthropocentric nature of human worldviews. UFOs 
therefore go unacknowledged because any official 
recognition would endanger the sovereignty of Homo 
sapiens on Planet Earth. While zombies possess some 
comparative advantage over humans in already being 
dead, their technological capabilities are far lower. 
Indeed, Wendt and Duvall’s arguments cannot be ex- 
tended to vampires, ghosts, Elvis Presley, or the Loch 
Ness monster—much less zombies. Unfortunately, 
attempting to advance this UFO-specific variant of 
constructivism further would represent a theoretical 
dead end. 

The constructivist paradigm nevertheless offers 


some useful predictions and policy recommendations. 
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If confronted with the exogenous shock of the un- 
dead, constructivists would undoubtedly argue that 
zombies are what humans make of them.’ That is to 
say, there are a number of possible emergent norms 
in response to zombies. One possible effect could be 
the Hobbesian “kill or be killed” scenario in which 
human beings turn on each other as well as the living 
dead. Some research," as well as most of the zombie 
canon, concludes that the natural response to the rise 
of the living dead would be sheer panic, leading to 
genuine anarchy. 

Most constructivists would instead posit that a 
Kantian “pluralistic counter-zombie security com- 
munity” in which governments share sovereignty and 
resources to combat the undead menace is more 
likely." Empirical work on how individuals respond 
to manufactured and natural disasters suggests that 
this is the more likely outcome than that predicted in 
George Romero's oeuvre.” Rebecca Solnit observes 
that, “in the wake of an earthquake, a bombing, or a 
major storm, most people are altruistic, urgently en- 
gaged in caring for themselves and those around 
them, strangers and neighbors as well as friends and 
loved ones. The image of the selfish, panicky, or re- 
gressively savage human being in times of disaster 
has little truth to it.” Anthropological research fur- 
ther suggests that only with extreme resource scar- 
city will communities of people turn on each other." 
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tions could very well reify that outcome. The zom- 
bie canon stresses the dog-eat-dog (or person-eat- 
Person) nature of zombie apocalypses. Those images 
could become cemented in both elite and mass public 
Perceptions. At the very least, security institutions 
should subsidize countervailing narratives about re- 
silience in the face of flesh-eating ghouls—some- 
thing that, not coincidentally, occurs in Max Brooks's 
novel World War Z (2006). 

The second policy suggestion would be to social- 
ize zombies into human culture. Jen Webb and Sam 
Byrnard observe that “zombies aren’t social isolates— 
they seem to prefer to live in groups, within built so- 
cial environments.” In Romero’s Day of the Dead, 
Dr. Logan suggested that zombies were demonstrat- 
ing the “bare beginnings of social behavior,” allowing 
for the possibility of human society socializing them. 
This was certainly the aim in their efforts to “train” 
Bub, Similarly, at the end of Edgar Wright’s Shaun of 
the Dead (2004), a montage demonstrates the ways in 
Which English society reintegrates the remaining 
zombies—as game show contestants, daytime talk 
show guests, supermarket workers, and video game 
players. This would be consistent with the socializa- 
tion efforts advocated by constructivist scholars. If the 
undead learn to act as if they are human again, then 
Constructivists would posit that they have abandoned 


their identity as flesh-eating ghouls. 
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These policy recommendations assume that once 
zombies walk the earth, humans will be able to social- 
ize them before they proliferate beyond human con- 
trol. If a critical mass of flesh-eating ghouls were to 
emerge, however, then the constructivist paradigm 
offers a very different prediction. Constructivists would 
predict an emergent “norm cascade” from the prolif- 
eration of the living dead.” A norm cascade functions 
like peer pressure—as people witness others adher- 
ing to a particular standard of behavior, they are more 
likely to conform to that standard of behavior as well. 
Asa larger fraction of individuals are converted to the 
undead persuasion, the remaining humans would feel 
significant material and social pressure to conform to 
zombie practices. 

The conformity meme appears frequently in the 
zombie canon. In World War Z, Brooks noted the ex- 
istence of “quislings,” humans who acted like they 
were zombies. As one character described them, 
“These people were zombies, maybe not physically, 
but mentally you could not tell the difference.””! In 
Shaun of the Dead, the principal characters practiced 
shuffling and moaning in order to blend in. In Ruben 
Fleischer’s Zombieland (2009), Bill Murray put on 
zombie makeup in order to go out for an evening. 
Even if humans adopt zombie norms simply to sur- 
vive, over time these actions will begin to constitute 


their identity. 
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4 2 Anne Katchnıay 
The lifestyles of the college 


student and zombie are eerily 


similar. 


Norms acquire general acceptance through a com- 
bination of greater numbers and the intrinsic attrac- 
tiveness of the practices themselves. While one could 
casually dismiss the idea that eating live human flesh 
would be attractive, other components of the zombie 
lifestyle might be alluring to many humans. The liv- 
ing dead do not feel the need to bathe, shave, or 
change their clothes—nor do they judge their own 
kind based on appearance. Zombies do not discrimi- 


nate based on race, color, creed, ethnicity, or sexual 
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orientation. They always hang out in large packs. 
They are extremely ecofriendly—zombies walk every- 
where and only eat organic foods. ‘This description 
accurately captures many of the lifestyle traits of the 
typical college student, the change agent of many so- 
cieties. Zombies might have hidden reserves of soft 
power, leading humans to want what zombies want.” 
If this cultural vanguard were to embrace the zombie 
way of life, remaining survivors would eventually in- 
ternalize all zombie norms. These would include gut- 
tural moaning, shuffling, and smelling like death 
warmed over. In the end, both socialized humans and 
zombies would crave the flesh of unrepentant hu- 
mans. At this point, the conceptual category of zom- 
bies would not be restricted to reanimated corpses— 


it would be a social construct as well. 


DOMESTIC POLITICS: 
ARE ALL ZOMBIE 
POLITICS LOCAL? 


The international relations paradigms discussed to 
date have been primarily systemic in their orienta- 
tion.* Their sources of change and explanation in 
world politics come from interaction among states 
and other global actors. While elegant, a systemic 
approach might miss the more fine-grained power 
struggles that take place within the confines of do- 
mestic politics. The structure of domestic institu- 
tions, the state of public opinion, or the constellation 
of interest group pressures can affect a wide array of 
foreign policy and national security initiatives. At a 
minimum, domestic pressures can exert powerful con- 
straints on the foreign policy leader’s bargaining po- 
sitions when negotiating with other actors.’ 

The conceptual difficulty with “second image” 
approaches, however, is their lack of parsimony. 


*The key word here is primarily. As much as the liberal, realist, 
and constructivist paradigms might claim to be exclusively sys- 
temic in their provenance, all of them dip into both second image 
(domestic politics) and first image (individuals) at certain points. 
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Domestic institutions, cultures, and attitudes vary from 
country to country, making it difficult to boil down 
differences across borders. Compare and contrast, for 
example, the reaction to zombies in American movies 
with the British response in Edgar Wright’s Shaun of 
the Dead (2004). Americans tend to display far more 
visceral reactions, use profanity at a far higher rate, 
and react quickly and aggressively when a compatriot 
is bitten. The English tend toward more low-key be- 
havior. Those who are bitten by zombies choose not 
to inform their compatriots about this fact for fear of 
being a bother. If England and America are this dif- 
ferent in their response to the living dead, imagine 
how different the variegated national responses of 
India, Russia, or China might be. 

It is difficult to fashion a coherent and parsimoni- 
ous theory that captures the heterogeneities of each 
country’s domestic politics.’ To alleviate this prob- 
lem, this section will therefore focus primarily on 
American domestic politics. The United States is 
perceived to be a “weak” policymaking state, in that 
the federal government is open to influence from so- 
cietal interests.’ The effect of domestic attitudes, in- 
terests, and institutions should therefore be at their 
most pronounced in the United States, making their 
observation easier. 

Would any dimension of domestic politics play a 


significant role in affecting the global policy response 
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to the emergence of zombies? At first glance, domes- 
tic institutions beyond the executive branch would 
seem to matter little for the zombie issue. ‘The emer- 
gence of the living dead poses an immediate threat to 
homeland security. When faced with such an immi- 
nent threat, the executive branch of the government 
possesses all of the policy levers. The president com- 
mands the armed forces, calls up the National Guard, 
negotiates with other countries, and so forth. For 
good or ill, countervailing institutions such as legisla- 
tures and courts play a minimal role during real-time 
policy formulation and crisis management in times of 
catastrophe.’ If there is divided government, and the 
opposition party holds a clear majority in the Con- 
gress, then legislatures can constrain the policy au- 
tonomy of the executive branch over time. Even schol- 
ars who stress the role of congressional influence 
acknowledge, however, that a truly global crisis tem- 
porarily enhances executive autonomy.’ Flesh-eating 
zombies would surely count as such an exigency. 

In theory, public opinion would also not impose 
an immediate constraint on executive action. At a 
minimum, one would expect an initial “rally round 
the flag” phenomenon in response to a zombie emer- 
gency.’ During times of national crisis, populations 
will strongly support their national leaders in a dis- 
play of patriotism. The effect might be long-lasting. 
Public opinion research shows that Americans would 
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be willing to suffer casualties and costs if they be- 
lieved in the severity of the national security threat 
and the likelihood of victory.’ Provided the initial 
counter-zombie response was sufficiently vigorous, 
voters would be expected to reward incumbent lead- 
ers with greater political support.” 

Over time, however, public sentiment might im- 
pose significant constraints on counter-zombie poli- 
cies. Scholars from Adam Smith onward have ob- 
served that mass publics will consider local issues to 
be far more important than the troubles of foreign- 
ers.’ Indeed, to update a critical passage from book 3, 
chapter 3 of Smith’s Theory of Moral Sentiments for 


Our purposes: 


Let us suppose that the great empire of China, with all 
its myriads of inhabitants, was suddenly swallowed up 
by a plague of the undead, and let us consider how a 
man of humanity in Europe, who had no sort of connec- 
tion with that part of the world, would be affected upon 
receiving intelligence of this dreadful calamity. He 
would, I imagine, first of all, express very strongly his 
sorrow for the misfortune of that unhappy people, he 
would make many melancholy reflections upon the pre- 
cariousness of human life, as well as the unholy nature 
of undead existence after the end of life. He would too, 
perhaps, if he was a man of speculation, enter into many 


reasonings concerning the effects which this disaster 


RR 
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might produce upon the commerce of Europe, and the 
trade and business of the world in general. And when all 
this fine philosophy was over, when all these humane 
sentiments had been once fairly expressed, he would 
pursue his business or his pleasure, take his repose or his 
diversion, with the same ease and tranquility, as if no 
such accident had happened. The most frivolous disas- 
ter which could befall himself would occasion a more 
real disturbance. If he was to lose his little finger to- 
morrow he would not sleep to-night; but, provided he 
never saw them, he will snore with the most profound 
security over the ruin of hundreds of millions of Chi- 
nese zombies, and the undead existence of that immense 
multitude seems plainly an object less interesting to 
him, than this paltry misfortune of his own. If his finger 
was bitten off by a flesh-eating ghoul, however, then all 


bets would be off. 


Any effort to combat the zombie problem glob- 
ally would therefore have to be married to a strong 
counter-zombie effort at home. Even if this was done, 
one could envision “zombie fatigue” making inroads 
into public support for overseas operations.” Over 
time, public sentiment would likely turn against on- 
going; far-flung operations that entailed high costs in 
blood and treasure. This would be true regardless of 


*Public hostility to nationals from zombie-infested countries 
would be another predicted effect. 
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the foreign policy benefits of such operations. As re- 
cent public opinion data suggests, protracted military 
conflict, combined with a severe economic recession, 
will lead to increased isolationism from the American 
masses.” Even the most charismatic commander in 
chief will encounter the limits of a “press the flesh” 
strategy when coping with a surly American public. 

Interest groups could affect a state’s domestic and 
foreign counter-zombie policies in multiple ways. 
There are groups with a vested interest in constrain- 
ing the eradication of the living dead. The actors with 
the most immediate stake in sabotaging any attack on 
zombies are those who have been bitten by zombies, 
and their human relatives. By definition, the moment 
humans are bitten, they will inevitably become zom- 
bies. This fact can dramatically alter their prefer- 
ences. This change of mind occurs in many zombie 
films. In George Romero’s Land of the Dead (2005), 
the character of Cholo has the most militant anti- 
zombie attitude at the outset of the film. After he is 
bitten, however, he decides that he wants to “see how 
the other half lives.” In Peter Jackson’s Dead Alive 
(2002), as well as Romero’s Dawn of the Dead (1978) 
and Survival of the Dead (2010), family members keep 
their undead relatives hidden from security and para- 
military forces. 

Clearly, soon-to-be-ghouls and their relatives can 


hamper policy implementation. Paradoxically, a fail- 
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ure to implement early measures will force govern- 
ments to pursue more extreme measures—which, in 
turn, will be likely to trigger a greater public back- 
lash. The opening sequences of Romero’s Dawn of the 
Dead suggest that one reason the zombie problem 
spins out of control is public hostility to harsh gov- 
ernment measures and recommendations—martial 
law, the abandoning of private residences, and the ex- 
termination of undead relatives chewing the flesh 
away from the bones of loved ones. 

The soon-to-be-undead and their relatives might 
hinder policy implementation, but they are too frag- 
mented and ephemeral a grouping to immediately 
influence the direction of policymaking. Defense 
contractors are another matter entirely. These actors 
have a significant stake in the allocation of resources 
devoted to combating zombies. While the idea of a 
singular, cohesive zombie-industrial complex stretches 
credulity, some corporations in the security sector 
would undoubtedly be intrigued by the military ap- 
the films Re- 
turn of the Living Dead (Dan O'Bannon, 1985), Planet 
Terror (Robert Rodriguez, 2007), Zombie Strippers 
(Jay Lee, 2008), and the Resident Evil franchise— 


plications of zombies. In many cases 


these firms are the very progenitors of the zombie 
problem. Even if private firms were not the cause of 
the undead menace, they would no doubt be inter- 


ested in exploiting the research and development 


83 


84 


DOMESTIC POLITICS 


imation of dead human 
Opportunities posed by the reanima : 
tissue. - the state on capita 
The structural dependence of the ere to persist 
suggests that if the zombie eee ah constraint 
these firms could impose a more see s."" Corporate 
on adaptation and mitigation min security 
Pressures on governments to ee crative con- 
functions to private a oe against 
tracts, of course—would be intense.” ip ket military 
the elimination of conventional en companies 
contracts would be fierce. jipii nide 
would lobby for massive subsidies in am yroblem— 
velop cures and vaccines for the ae Ense 
even if such treatments were ae AR strategies 
Defense contractors would resist eradicati arehousing 
in favor of approaches that permit the = ae 
and testing of captured ghouls. If firms headq 


it 
— y roach, 
ipe : similar app 

in different countries pursued a similar ap 


ations. 
could provoke a breakdown in trust among ‘aa 
Domestic pluralist pressures could sa borage “5 ae 
eral efforts to stop ghouls from snacking on 
flesh.” 


~om a 

. . P ne fror 

The policy recommendations that cot 

domestic Politic wa 
TE p sponses 

forward. Clearly, the initial policy respo 


ar riod when 
zombie attack are crucial. This is the pe 
domestic Constraints on co 


. t- 
. straigh 
S Orientation are relatively stralg 


their 
untermeasures are at 


, ; herent, 
Weakest, If 8°vernments can fashion clear, co 


nn ZN M — — mn nn —— 
e RENET E = = 


DOMESTIC POLITICS 


and competent policy actions from the outset, then 
domestic pressures on policy autonomy should be 
modest. As a secondary recommendation, govern- 
ee would be urged to use propaganda and other 
Political tactics to maintain the rally-round-the-flag 
Phenomenon for as long as possible. 

| Hthe zombie problem persists, however—through 
Initial policy errors, resistance from zombie relatives, 
or the logistical difficulties of destroying the undead— 
then domestic politics will play an increasingly im- 
portati role in global policy articulation. Legislatures 
will slowly exercise more voice, interest groups will 
icine policy options, and the public will grow 
restive toward far-flung operations to eliminate the 
Scourge of the living dead. If this effect takes place 
across a broad swath of countries, the bargaining core 
for meaningful international cooperation to combat 


the undead would slowly rot away. 
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BUREAUCRATIC POLITICS: 
THE “PULLING AND HAULING” 
OF ZOMBIES 


re ee paradigms share ppe m 
dd en on: Aha i a prgagizinons 
ida security agencies will act with alacrity 

un ty when the dead start to roam the earth. 
hes, 3 z : far from A assertion. International 
found = aces anl to live up to her original 
icy aah eas. Politicized stating decisions i pol- 
Ac ie cause these organizations to quickly de- 
45 ysfunction.! Domestic agencies suffer from 
similar problems.? Classic works on bureaucratic pol- 
tics have modeled foreign and security policies as the 
Outcome of “pulling and hauling” among multiple 
ii ganizations with different agendas.’ Other or gani- 
ABO theorists argue that political institutions are 
like “or ganized anarchies” in which bureaucratic en- 
Tepreneurs hawking their solutions are searching for 
Problems rather than the converse.* Many political sci- 
ENtists argue that political actors—from the legislative 
Or executive branches—will compromise bureaucratic 
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counterterrorism policies, imagine the effect ay 
would have on counter-zombie policies. The bureau 
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Quelling the rise of the undead would require S157 
nificant interagency coordination. In the United States» 
one could easily envisage major roles for the Depa 
ments of State, Defense, Justice, Homeland Security, 
Transportation, and Health and Human Services. This 
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agencies like the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, the Environmental Protection Agency, the 
and Drug Administration, the Centers for Dis- 
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sumated that forty-four federal bureaucracies had a 
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rency 


‘OOperation among the uniformed military, 


“onal Guard units, and local police and emerg 
services would also be necessary. Other countries 
with modern bureaucracies would face similar coor- 


dination problems. 


89 


90 


BUREAUCRATIC POLITICS 


Whether bureaucracies can adapt to an army of the 
undead is an open question. The zombie canon is deeply 
skeptical about the ability of brainless bureaucrats to 
handle a problem as deadly as the undead. In Brian 
Keene’s novel The Rising (2003), for example, the 
U.S. government falls apart almost immediately. One 
trigger was the Secret Service's difficulties altering 
standard operating procedures. After the president 
turned into a zombie, he started devouring the secre- 
tary of state. As a result, “one Secret Service agent 
drew his weapon on the undead Commander-in- 
Chief, and a second agent immediately shot the first.” 
In divining bureaucratic preferences, where you stand 
depends on who you eat. 

Indeed, the one trait common to every zombie 
narrative in existence is the ineptitude and feckless- 
ness of bureaucracies. In George Romero’s Night of 
the Living Dead (1968), the authorities provide con- 
tradictory information to the public. At first, they 
suggest that people stay in their own homes; later, they 
reverse themselves and recommend going to emer- 
gency centers. Military officials and scientists are seen 
bickering on camera about why reanimated corpses 
are trying to eat people. In Romero’s Dawn of the 
Dead (1978), a SWAT raid on a tenement building is 
executed ineptly, and both civilians and police offi- 
cers needlessly lose their lives. Mass desertions within 


the security services and the disintegration of unit 
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cohesion are recurrent themes in Romero’ films. In 
Day of the Dead (1985), the featured team of soldiers 
and scientists provide a model of organizational dys- 
function. The military leader is a near-psychotic, and 
the leading civilian scientist is little better. A unit 
goes rogue to blackmail political leaders in Land of 
the Dead (2005). In Diary of the Dead (2008), the only 
time the military makes an appearance is to raid the 
supplies of civilians. Even researchers on the sociol- 
ogy of panic acknowledge that “the problem with bu- 


reaucrats during crises may be the only thing that 


disaster movies get right."" 


Max Brooks’s work also suggests that both military 
and civilian agencies would blunder in the wake of 
bies. In his novel World War Z (2006), one obvi- 


zom 
se of the initial spread of ghouls is the refusal 


ous cau 
of national security and intelligence bureaucracies in 
powerful places to acknowledge an “out of the box” 
problem. When the U.S. Army has its first large-scale 
engagement with zombies in the Battle of Yonkers, its 
ctics prove to be completely ill-suited to the situa- 
n. Brooks offers a soldier’s narrative that encapsu- 


the organizational pathologies on display: 


ta 
tio 
lates 


We wasted so much time, so much energy preparing 


orate firing positions. Good “cover and con- 


these elab 


cealment” they 
means physical protection, conventional protection, from 


told us. Cover and concealment? “Cover” 


91 


92 


BUREAUCRATIC POLITICS 
hat 


ed ordnance. T 


small arms and artillery or air-dropp 228 
o up against: 


sound like the enemy we were about to £ 


in body armor any“ 


And what genius thought to put us 
avıng 


th 
way? Because the press reamed ’em for no ‘i 
. nee g 
enough in the last war? Why the hell do you 
5 . D . ? 
helmet when you’re fighting a living corps¢: 


illery 
No one thought about how many rounds the aru 


would need for sustained operations. . . « 


aim for the cen- 


You think that after being “trained” to 
an suddenly 


ter mass your whole military career you © 


make an expert head shot every time?! 


dif- 


Each of these statements reveals the inherent 
ficulties political organizations would have with such 
a radically new threat. Politics, standard operating 
procedures, and ingrained modes of thinking would n° 
doubt predominate until such strategies failed to 2 a 
vent zombies from achieving their goal: feasting 
upon the flesh of the living. 

In earlier work, Brooks identified additional p" ob- 
lems that affect the organizational competency A 
culture of the military: the inevitable logistics a” 
morale gap. “Unlike its human counterparts, an army 
of zombies is completely independent of support, 
ss read in his Zombie Survival Guide (2003). “It 
en ae require food, ammunition, or medical at- 
tention. It will not suffer from low morale, battle fa- 
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“gue, or Poor leadership, 


It will not succumb to 
Panic, dese 


and-out mutiny.”"? Human- 


would undoubtedly confront 


rtion, or out- 


ty institutions 
ese problems. 


Fun securi 


tl 


ans no doubt feel secure in 
he rank inefficiency and in- 
of government bureaucracies. It should 
wever, that private-sector organizations 
as badly in these narratives. As previ- 
Ously Mentioned, for-profit corporations are often 


for triggering the initial zombie out- 
break, In Dawn of the De 


be noted, ho 


Perform just 


ad, a news station broadcasts 
out-of-date emergency j 
ings, In World War Z, e 
remedies for the zombie 
Wick profir. 


nformation to keep up rat- 
ntrepreneurs develop quack 


infection as a way to make a 


Fhe Resident Evil 


Is the apotheo 
ZOmbie 


franchise’s Umbrella Corpora- 
sis of corporate ineptitude in the 
canon. While the political power of this multi- 
National Corporation js obvious, its organizational 
Competence is highly suspect. In the film series, Um- 
rella outsources į 


to balky and unstable artificial intelligences. Low- 
ranking employee 
rate poals Hig 
Cisions th 


tio 


nternal security in its research labs 


s display minimal loyalty to corpo- 
h-ranking corporate officers make de- 
at accomplish little but accelerating the 
SPread of the T-virus farther than intended. This oc- 


“Urs even though the corporation—unique among 
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zombie narratives—already possesses a cure for the 
undead infection. As a corporate actor, Umbrella’ 
only tangible success appears to be covering its tracks 
in the mainstream media. 

It would seem that flesh-eating ghouls would lead 
to organizational decision making ranging from the 
rote to the catastrophic. However, an organizational 
perspective cannot stop with that observation. While 
bureaucracies will inevitably make initial missteps, it 
would be foolhardy to predict persistent mistakes. 
When put under extreme duress, or threatened with 
extinction, government bureaucracies can adapt and 
overcome. Indeed, the failure to recognize this pos- 
sibility is the biggest blind spot in the zombie canon. 
If humans can think faster than zombies, then their 
greatest comparative advantage in a future conflict 
will be their ability to develop innovative tactics and 
strategies. Many long-running zombie stories pre- 
sume the evolution of zombies. Curiously, however, 
very few of them discuss how human individuals and 
organizations would adapt. 

World War Z provides the best example of human 
adaptation. After the disaster at the Battle of Yonkers, 
the military begins to alter its doctrine. Most major 
governments quickly adopt a grand strategy of secur- 
ing a geographically well-defined safe zone; USS. forces 
retreat to the west side of the Rocky Mountains. The 
new chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff develops 
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the “resource-to-kill ratio” (RKR) in order to maxi- 
mize military efficiency. In the process, there are some 
clear bureaucratic losers,” but the stress of scarcity 
forces a rationalization of resources. As one character 
recounts in Brooks's narrative, “What was so amazing 
to see was how the culture of RKR began to take 
hold among the rank and file. You’d hear soldiers 
talking on the street, in bars, on the train; “Why have 
X, when for the same price you could have ten Ys, 
which could kill a hundred times as many Zs.’ Sol- 


diers even began coming up with ideas on their own, 


inventing more cost-effective tools than we could 


have envisioned.” 
An organizational perspective would therefore 


government agencies would misstep and 
al stages of a zombie attack. This same 
d also argue that ecological pressure 
on these organizations to survive and thrive would 
lead to adaptation and improvisation. This prediction 
is probabilistic, however. In Juan Carlos Fresnadillo’s 
28 Weeks Later (2007), for example, a NATO expedi- 
force reoccupies Great Britain after the rage 
exterminated the population. Even though 
ders are fully aware of the dangers of in- 
jectly fail to prevent its reemergence. 

The policy recommendations that such a perspec- 
ive offers are straightforward, and consist largely of 


ti 
ways to avoid the worst organizational pathologies 


predict that 
err at the init 
perspective woul 


tionary 
virus has 
the comman 
fection, they ab 
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and turf wars. No doubt the battle over which se 
or bureaucracy would have the “lead” over j rn- 
defeat the undead would be fierce. National DPE 
ments should consider designating a lead agency c 
fore rather than after flesh-eating ghouls start ER 
ing on citizens. In Mira Grant’s Feed ae 
example, the Centers for Disease Control oe ider- 
vention becomes the lead agency, amassing per a 
able amounts of operational and security capabie 
in the process. eat 

Perhaps the organizational perspective’s strong $ 
recommendation would be to exploit techn nn 
that flatten organizational hierarchies and m et ir 
formation more readily available. Networked ee 
tures have the capacity to collect and dissemina™ 
information more quickly. If both national and inter 
national organizations relied on more networked ar“ 
rangements, information from operators about the 
resilience ofthe undead can move up the hier archy a° 
SOON as possible. This would accelerate rapid r espons@® 
to zombie emergencies, and allow the best counter 
zombie tactics and Strategies to diffuse across ine 
globe,'5 

There is a tragic irony to these predictions and 
recommendations. Recall the discussion of how do- 
Mestic politics would affect counter-zombie policies: 
government institutions would be able to act in af 
unconstrained manner at first, but politics would 
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"pose a stronger constraint over time. The organi- 
zational perspective offers the reverse narrative— 
bureaucratic competency will improve over time. If 
Ne domestic political pressures and bureaucratic 
politics play a role in affecting government policies, 
their combined effect could be doubly disastrous. Gov- 
ernment agencies would have the most autonomy 
when they are most likely to make bad decisions. By 
thi time these bureaucracies adapt to new zombie 
exigencies, they would face political hurdles that could 
hamper their performance. 


97 


WE’RE ONLY HUMAN: 
PSYCHOLOGICAL RESPONSES 
TO THE UNDEAD 


Zombies are often assumed to lack intelligence, but it 
should be noted that humans frequently respond to 
new undead situations with confusion and ignorance. 
Indeed, even a cursory glance at human behavior in 
zombie films highlights puzzling or seemingly irra- 
tional actions by the human characters. In Edgar 
Wright’s Shaun of the Dead (2004), the protagonists 
insist that safety can be found in the local pub even 
though it is located in a densely populated urban 
area. In Ruben Fleischer’s Zombieland (2009), some of 
the characters are oddly certain that a Disney-style 
theme park will be zombie-free. In George Romero’s 
Dawn of the Dead (1978), marauding bikers pelt zom- 
bies with cream pies, acting as if that will incapacitate 
them. In Dan O’Bannon’s Return of the Living Dead 
(1985), the zombies are smarter than most of the 
human characters. There is no shortage of stupid or 
self-defeating behavior in zombie films. 
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sts : break 
This should not be surprising. A zombie out 


is perfectly designed to prey on powerful emotions = 
fear, disgust, revulsion, and dread—that BR u 
deviations from prudential behavior.’ Zombies D 
cupy the lowest depths of the “uncanny valley sja 
human likenesses, which means that they resem 3 
humans enough to trigger instant disgust and e 
sion.” The spread of zombies encapsulates the © 2 
ments of an epidemic that should arouse the greates 
amount of dread and anxiety from individuals. Fear 
and suspicion are much more severe in their en 
when the source of danger is new, as any review ” 
first reactions to AIDS, SARS, or HıNı will reveal. 
The canonical responses to the zombie threat sug- 
gest that human beings cannot be reduced to pa 
less calculating machines, despite the assumptions ® 
rational choice theorists. All individuals have rea 
foibles, and failings that cause behavior to deviate 
from how a dispassionate, rational decision maker 
would behave. First-image theorists look at these 
tendencies in human behavior and see whether they 
translate into recurrent patterns in world politics.* 
There are a cluster of cognitive attributes hard- 
wired into all humans that might affect policy re- 
Sponses to an uprising of the living dead. Perhaps the 


most powerful is the tendency for confirmation bias \D 
processing new infor 


: 5 
mation about a phenomenon. 
All individuals have i 


deologies, cognitive heuristics, 
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or rules of thumb they use to explain how the world 
works. When confronted with an unusual or anoma- 
lous event, most people will focus on the bits of in- 
formation that correspond to their preconceived 
worldviews. They will use historical analogies to 
guide their actions—even if these analogies are im- 
Perfect.® At the same time, they will ignore or sup- 
Press information that contradicts their beliefs. Only 
if their preconceived ideas lead to radical policy fail- 
ures will most individuals be willing to rethink their 
worldviews. 

l Indeed, confirmation bias helps to explain why 
first responders would likely fail to halt an initial 
zombie outbreak. Preventive action would require 
these people to logically conclude that the dead are 
walking the earth—a fact that contradicts most logo- 
centric worldviews. As Jonathan Maberry observes, 
“the zombie has to be seen and identified as a disease- 
carrying hostile vector. That’s not going to happen 
quickly or easily, and probably not at all during this 
[early] phase.”” Max Brooks is even more emphatic 
on this point: “Governments of any type are no more 
than a collection of human beings—human beings as 
fear ful, short-sighted, arrogant, closed-minded, and 
generally incompetent as the rest of us. Why would 
they be willing to recognize and deal with an attack 
of walking, bloodthirsty corpses when most of hu- 


Manity isn’t?”® 
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A prominent form of confirmation bias in interna- 
tional relations is fundamental attribution error. When 
interpreting the behavior of other actors, individuals 
will often treat allies and adversaries in different ways.’ 
If an ally does something positive, individuals will at- 
tribute this behavior to his internal character. If an ad- 
versary acts in a constructive manner, however, that is 
attributed to pressures by the external environment— 
that is, he was forced into being good. Conversely, if 
an ally acts in an unproductive manner, that is ex- 
plained away as a situation in which external circum- 
stances forced a good actor to behave badly. If an ad- 
versary acts in the same manner, however, then it is 
because he is inherently wicked. 

Another type of behavioral trait common to indi- 
vidual decision makers is their tendency to act differ- 
ently when confronted with gains or losses relative to 
the status quo.” Rational choice theory assumes that in- 
dividuals have constant attitudes toward risk. Accord- 
ing to prospect theory, however, people tend to be more 
risk averse when operating in a world of gains, and 
more risk loving when operating in a world of losses. 
To use some numerical examples, imagine you face 


the following choice: 


Option A: The certain destruction of 500 zombies 
Option B: A so percent chance of destroying 1,000 
zombies and a 50 percent chance of destroying 100 


zombies 
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In a July 2010 online survey that yielded 1,238 re- 
spondents, I found that more than 61% chose option 
A, even though option B offered the greater expected 
value of destroyed ghouls. Indeed, numerous experi- 
ments demonstrate that when individuals have to 
choose between a guaranteed prize and a lottery of- 
fering a prize with a slightly higher expected value, 
they will take the sure thing. 

Now, consider a different choice: 


Option A: A certain increase of 500 zombies 
Option B: A 50 percent chance of creating only 100 
new zombies and a 50 percent chance of creating 


1,000 new zombies 


In this case, more than 57% of respondents chose 
option B, even though the expected value of option A 
is better. If people must choose between a sure loss or 
a lottery in which the expected value is worse but the 
possibility exists of returning to the status quo, they 
will gamble for resurrection. 

The policy implications of prospect theory are 
clear. Compared to the status quo, individuals will act 
in a more cautious, risk-averse manner when they be- 
lieve that they are gaining ground. When they per- 
ceive themselves to be losing ground, individuals will 
be more willing to take risky gambits in an effort to 
resuscitate their fortunes." 

First-image theorists argue that this cluster of psy- 
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chological attributes leads to a “hawk bias” in foreign 
affairs.” When confronted with a possible adversary, 
the psychological response by individual policymakers 
will lead to more confrontational policies. Aggressive 
actions will be interpreted as intentional. When 
threatened with a possible loss, policymakers will be 
more willing to take risky actions to preserve the sta- 
tus quo. Other psychological traits—such as opti- 
mism bias and the illusion of control—will reinforce 
aggressive policies.’ Leaders will be supremely con- 
fident that proactive measures can address whatever 
threat emerges from beyond the grave. 

Oddly enough, while the hawk bias might be a bad 
fit for human international relations, it would provide 
the right frame of mind for how to respond to flesh- 
eating ghouls. The revulsion caused by zombies would 
make it easy for individuals to label them as the enemy. 
Confirmation bias would ensure that any new data 
about zombies would simply reinforce their enemy 
status. Prospect theory would guarantee that leaders, 
when faced with initial losses from undead attacks, 
would double down with risky strategies designed to 
reclaim the status quo. The hawk bias might exagger- 
ate conflict with humans—but it would appear to pro- 
mote just the right attitude toward the living dead. 

The zombie canon suggests two important caveats 
to this generally positive assessment, however. First, 
confirmation bias and fundamental attribution error 
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will also lead individuals to treat their zombified rela- 
tives differently than others. As previously noted, a 
staple of the canon is for people to refrain from kill- 
ing relatives who turn into flesh-eating ghouls. In 
Survival of the Dead, for example, one family patriarch 
refuses to kill any zombie in his clan, arguing that it 
would be tantamount to “killing our own kind.” The 
living dead would exploit this misperception, allow- 
ing the army of zombies to increase through an un- 
dead form of social networking. Family members 
would infect other family members, friends would 
infect friends, and so forth. 

Second, it is unclear whether the perceptual re- 
sponse to zombies would be limited just to the un- 
dead. It is entirely possible that the hawk bias would 
cause individuals to distrust and fear other humans as 
well. In situations of flux, it would be easy to envisage 
humans accusing other humans of being bitten by a 
zombie. This internecine conflict among humans— 
and among human governments—could paralyze ef- 


forts to maintain a common anti-zombie front." 


*It is interesting to note that a feminist perspective might pro- 
vide some policy leverage at this juncture. In Zack Snyder’s remake 
of Dawn of the Dead (2004), for example, the contrast between the 
governance structure of the mall when the security guards are in 
charge and when the female lead (a nurse) and her compatriots are 
in charge is quite stark. Decision making is both more consensual 
and yields superior results under the latter regime. It is possible 
that a gendered perspective would counteract cognitive biases 


against cooperation. 
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: crete 
First-image models would provide three niet of 
policy recommendations to combat ce sco na 
the living dead. First, it will be crucial N on 
ments and international organizations to quic y ‘ap 
effectively proffer new rules and methods > 
with the undead. Individuals can adapt quickly to ro- 
circumstances, provided that those ee 
vide for some stability over time.'* If individuals nee 
what the “new normal” looks like during a zom 
outbreak, panic will be much less likely. Pe: 
Second, policies should be implements ind of 
“nudge” individuals into pursuing the right am os 
counter-zombie tactics. These policies should 2 
default options that lead to prudential ee ; 
zombie behavior rather than assuming that sali < 
als will adopt their own active counter-zombie en 
sures. For example, after a zombie attack, a wir 
component of any driver’ license exam might ne 
demonstration of evasion tactics—or how to ee: 
a hit-and-run on a flesh-eating ghoul with minima 
damage to the motor vehicle. 
There is one final, risky gambit—but it just might 
work. This section has focused on the psychological 
attributes of humans—but what about the psychol- 
By of zombies? One of the biggest puzzles in the 
zombie studies literature is why the living dead are 
compelled to devour humans even though there ap- 
pears to be no biological reason for flesh-eating ac- 
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tivity. Given the tendency of zombies to travel in 
parks and mobs, first-image theorists would hypoth- 
esize that this decision to eat humans is a classic case 
er groupthink, the tendency for individuals to priori- 
tize group consensus over a thorough vetting of al- 
ternative ideas and proposals.” This phenomenon 
has been observed in humans—but perhaps it ex- 
Plains zombie behavior as well. Based on their group- 
ing behavior, it could be argued that the living dead 
care the most about reaching a consensus among 
themselves about their social purpose. This could 
lead individual zombies not to question the assump- 
tions behind the decision to eat humans. 

A risky but intriguing policy option would be for 
human governments to use psychological operatives 
to engage in “cognitive infiltration” of the undead 
community. Such efforts have already been proposed 
for extremist and terrorist groups." Through sugges- 
tive grunting and moaning, perhaps these operatives 
could end the epistemic closure among zombies and 
get them to question their ontological assumptions. If 
zombies threw off their cognitive shackles and recog- 
nized that they did not need to eat human beings, then 
the crisis of the undead would be much less severe. 

Of course, it is also possible that the living dead 
would devour the agents before they could perform 
their tasks. As prospect theory suggests, however, des- 


Perate times lead to desperate measures. 
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CONCLUSION 
... OR SO YOU THINK 


A specter is haunting world politics—the specter of 
reanimated corpses coming to feast on people’s 
brains. To date, the scholarly response by interna- 
tional relations theory to the zombie menace has 
been only skin deep. I have tried to take a much 
deeper cut at this looming problem. As the preceding 
pages should make clear, international relations the- 
ory offers some interesting and varied predictions 
and recommendations about how governments, in- 
ternational institutions, domestic interests, bureau- 
cracies, and individuals would respond to the trans- 
national threat posed by the living dead. 

A quick review reveals some interesting continu- 
ities across the different theoretical paradigms. For 
example, most of these approaches would predict 
that the living dead would have an unequal effect on 
different national governments. Powerful states would 
be more likely to withstand an army of flesh-eating 
ghouls. Weaker and developing countries would be 
more vulnerable to a zombie infestation. Whether 
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due to realist disinterest, waning public support, bu- 
reaucratic wrangling, or the fallibility of individual 
decision makers, international interventions would 
likely be ephemeral or imperfect. Complete eradica- 
tion of the zombie menace would be extremely un- 
likely. The plague of the undead would join the roster 
of threats that disproportionately affect the poorest 
and weakest countries. 

The different theories also provide a greater vari- 
ety of possible outcomes than the bulk of the zombie 
canon. Traditional zombie narratives in film and fic- 
tion are quick to get to the apocalypse. Most of the 
theoretical approaches presented here, however, sug- 
gest that there would be a vigorous policy response to 
the menace of the living dead. Realism posits an 
eventual live-and-let-live arrangement between the 
undead and everyone else. Liberals predict an imper- 
fect but useful counter-zombie regime. Neoconser- 
vatives believe that an aggressive and thorough mili- 
tary deployment would keep the undead menace at 
bay. Some constructivists would predict a robust plu- 
ralistic security community dedicated to preventing 
new zombie outbreaks and socializing existing zom- 
bies into human society. Organizations might err in 
their initial response, but they could also adapt and 
overcome. Individuals would be hardwired toward an 


aggressive policy response against the living dead. 


CONCLUSION 


These kinds of predictions suggest that maybe, just 
maybe, the zombie canon’s dominant narrative of 
human extinction is overstated. 

While encouraging, this survey also reveals some 
cautionary warnings lurking on the horizon. First, 
catastrophic outcomes are still quite possible. Bureau- 
cratic dysfunction could trigger a total collapse in state 
authority. Public opinion and interest group pressure 
could make multilateral cooperation more difficult. 
A norm cascade could trigger a world in which the 
biological distinctions between humans and zombies 
would be immaterial—everyone would act like zom- 
bies. Policymakers or individuals could overreact 
against the zombie menace, killing many humans in 
the process. Still, these are possible outcomes; whether 
they are the kely outcomes is another question alto- 
gether. 

Second, from a human security perspective, even 
the “optimistic” outcomes discussed above would be 
unmitigated disasters. Human security approaches 
focus on risks to individuals, whereas national secu- 
rity approaches focus on risks to states.' From this 
perspective, anything that threatens an individual’s 
bodily integrity qualifies as a threat. In a world in 
which zombies were concentrated in the poorest and 
weakest countries, billions of human beings would 


have an additional threat to contend with on top of 
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disease, poverty, and the erosion of the rule of law. A 
majority of the world’s population would not achieve 
freedom from fear in a world where the undead roam. 

This sobering assessment highlights a flaw in the 
standard international relations paradigms—their erod- 
ing analytical leverage over the security problems of 
the twenty-first century. Most international relations 
theories are state-centric, but interstate conflict is 
not all that significant a threat anymore. Consider 
the list of dangers that opened this book; almost none 
of them emanated from states. Neither terrorists nor 
hackers possess large swaths of territory, making re- 
taliation difficult. Natural disasters like earthquakes 
or volcanoes do not possess “agency” as we under- 
stand the concept; neither do disease vectors or melt- 
ing glaciers. The international relations profession 
has always started with the state—and governments 
will continue to be an important part of the world 
politics equation. Unless these theories can adapt to 
the plethora of asymmetric threats to the human 
race, however, they will be hard-pressed to offer co- 
gent policy responses to the living dead. 

Clearly, further research is needed. This leads to 
some final but crucial questions: How can we assess 
the explanatory power of each paradigm’s predictions? 
Is only one of them true? Some of them? All of them? 
In the social sciences, the best way to adjudicate be- 
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tween different theories is to devise empirical tests 
that buttress or falsify the different approaches. For 
the zombie question at hand, however, that is neither 
desirable nor plausible. 

The international relations scholar must concede 
that analytical rigor alone is an insufficient basis for 
political judgment on how to respond to the living 
dead. A paradigmatic approach to explaining political 
outcomes provides some useful analytical tools, but 
the tool kit remains incomplete. Even international 
relations theorists themselves are aware of this fact. 
Perhaps individual realists would treat zombies as 
different from humans; perhaps advocates of legisla- 
tive constraints would allow that an attack from the 
living dead might overwhelm Congress’ ability to 
respond. It is possible that, when confronted with a 
concrete policy problem like flesh-eating ghouls, 
specific microtheories—contingent hypotheses that 
apply to a very narrow set of circumstances—might 
be more useful than the grand paradigms.’ 

Having the judgment to know which models apply 
in world politics—and when—is more art than sci- 
ence.’ As Albert Hirschman observed soon after 
George Romero’s Night of the Living Dead (1968) was 
released, “[O]rdinarily social scientists are happy 
enough when they have gotten hold of one paradigm 
or line of causation. As a result, their guesses are 
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often further off the mark than those of the experi- 
enced politician whose intuition is more likely to take 
a variety of forces into account.” 

This volume serves as a caution against the falla- 
cious but prevalent view of zombie studies: that the 
world will end once the dead walk the earth. It is up 
to readers to exercise their own judgment in deter- 
mining what to do with that information. Interna- 
tional relations theory clearly retains some practical 
utility. Perhaps, however, the ability of these theories 
to explain current global threats and challenges is 
more circumscribed than international relations the- 
orists proclaim in their scholarship. Informed by these 
paradigms, the interested and intelligent students of 
world politics should use their own brains to cogitate 
on this question—before the zombies decide to use 


them instead. 
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